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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 
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Guverwor: Sir NEWELE LUBBOCK, K.C.M.G. 


PIRE, LIFE, SA, ACCIDENTS, BURGLARY, ANNUITIES, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
(Including ACCIDENTS to DOMESTIC SERVANTS). 
The Corporation will act as :— 
EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 
TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS. 


- Special Terms granted to ANNUITANTS when health is impaired. 





Apply for Full Prospectus to the Secretary. 
Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


FIRE 


ENTAILS LOSS OF PROFITS. 
INSURE AGAINST IT BY THE 


“LAW GUARANTEE PROFITS POLICY.” 
For Prospectus and Rates, apply: 


LAW GUARANTEE 


TRUST & ACCIDENT SOCIETY, LIMITED 


Heap OFFICE: 49, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
CAPITAL FULLY SUBSCRIBED - = £2,250,000, 
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FUNDS - = + + + £6,000,000 
INCOME - + + + + £785,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £ 2,840,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £22,000,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
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Premium 
£2 10 °, 


Age | Premium 
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41,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





80 yrs. | 40 yrs. 
$1,724 | $32,067 | 


20 yrs. 
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Cases Reported this Week. 


Hanrahan v. Leigh-on-Sea Urban District Council 

Nairn and Others v. University Court of the University of St. 
Andrews and Others 

“ y Pound Co. v. Allatini Bros. and Others 
X V. 





Current Topics 


The New Land Transfer Rules. 

ATTENTION should be drawn to the notice issued by the 
Land Registry, which is printed elsewhere, relative to applications 
for registration after the 1st inst. 


The New County Court Judge. 

Mr. JoHN CAMERON GRAHAM, K.C., has been ap 
of County Courts (Circuit No. 11) in place of His Honour Judge 
Bompas, K.C., who has tendered his resignation. Mr. GRAHAM 
was called to the bar in 1879, and has been a member of the 
Northern Circuit. 


inted Judge 


Summary Procedure in the Mayor’s Court. 

WE PRINT elsewhere a set of rules which have been made for 
the Mayor’s Court of London with a view to enabling judgment to 
be obtained summarily in cases where the defendant has no answer 
to the claim. The term “default plaint ” is introduced in analogy 
to a default summons in the county court, and, like such summons, 
it must be served on the defendant personally. At the time of 
issue ad pacing will lodge with the registrar an affidavit in the 
prescribed form, verifying the debt and stating that there is no 
defence. The defendant can avoid summary judgment either by 

ying the amount claimed into court, or by filing an affidavit that 

e intends to defend the action, and has a good defence on the 
merits, and stating shortly the grounds of his defence, or stating 
that he has a counterclaim or set-off, and the grounds on which it 
is based. In default of his adopting one of these two courses 
within eight days of service, the plaintiff will be at liberty 
to sign judgment for the amount of the claim and costs. 
Where the defendant pays the amount claimed into court, or files 
an affidavit to the effect stated, he will be at liberty to enter an 
appearance, and the court will have power to fix a day for the trial 
of the action and give directions as to its further conduct. But a 
default plaint is not to be issued against a defendant who is a 
domestic or menial servant, ora workman. The new rules will 
doubtless add to the efficiency of the Mayor’s Court, but it may be 
questioned whether there is any reason for eames a jurisdic- 
tion which is intermediate between the Hig rt and the county 
court. It will tend to the simplification of legal process if these 
are the only two tribunals recognized, and doubtless that is the 
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result at which reform will arrive in course of. time. 
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The New County Court Rules, 


THE SET of new County Court Rules, which we printed last week 

(ante, p. 148), and which came into force on the Ist inst., are con- 
cerned only with matters of detail, and do not make any change of 
importance in county court procedure. Under section 74 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, an action must in general be commenced in the 
district where the defendant is then residing or carrying on business, 
but leave may be granted to commence it in certain other specified 
districts. Under ord. 5, r. 13 (10), special regulations are made 
as to granting leave where the proposed defendant is a servant or 
workman. A new clause is added by the new rule 1 so as to 
facilitate granting the leave where the debt is not disputed. Rules 
12 to 15 of order 12 allow of the postponement of the trial of an 
action under certain specifiedcircumstances. The new rule 3 provides 
generally that, although there are no such circumstances, the court 
may on the application of any party make an order postponing or 
adjourning, for good cause, the tria! of any action on such terms as 
to costs or otherwise as may be just. It is already provided by 
ord. 16, r. 21, that disobedience to an order for interrogatories on 
discovery of documents may be punished by attachment. The 
new rule 4 adds the requirement that an indorsement to this 
effect shall appear on the order. This is in accordance with the 
practice in the High Court. The newrule5 introduces uniformity 
of practice as to the issue of judgment summonses and warrants 
of execution against goods. In general these remedies are not 
available concurrently, and under ord. 25, r. 38, where a judgment 
summons is issued, any outstanding warrant of execution against 
goods must be lodged in court. It is now provided conversely 
that, where a judgment summons has been issued, a warrant of 
execution against goods of the debtor shall not be issued except 
by leave of the judge. The new rules 7 to 10 deal with 
interpleader, and enable an execution creditor, where a claim to 
the goods is made by a third party, to request the bailiff to 
withdraw, and so to avoid interpleader proceedings, without for- 
mally admitting the third party’s claim. The new rule 11 prescribes 
the form of judgment under the summary procedure in the 
county court on the Bills of Exchange Act, 1855, and the new 
rule 12 prohibits person under sixteen years of age from serving 
county court proces3. 


Acts which Came into Operation on the ist of 
January. 


SEVERAL OF the statutes passed in the year 1908 came into 
operation on the Ist of January. Of these the following were 
before the recess: Costs in Criminal Cases Act, 1908 

<8 Ed. 7, c. 15), which consolidates and amends the law relating 
to the payment of costs in criminal cases; section 5 of the 
Finance Act, 1908 (c. 16), which reduces the ad valorem stamp 
on voyage policies from 3d. to 1d. ; the Naval Marriages Act, 1908 
(c. 26), which enables sailors in the navy to have the banns of 
marriage published on board ship ; the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1908 (c. 27), which renders a married woman having separate 
property liable for the maintenance of her parents as if she were 
a feme sole; the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908 (c. 28), and the 
Small Holdings and Allotments Act, 1908 (c. 36), which respectively 
consolidate the earlier statutes with corresponding titles ; and the 
Friendly Societies Act, 1908 (c. 32), which aes amendments 
in matters of detail in the Act of 1896. The statutes which have 
been passed in the autumn session, and to which the Royal 
Assent was given on the 21st of December, have not yet been 
issued, but we believe that only two came into operation on the 
Ist inst.—the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, which is 
understood to be a purely consolidating statute, and the Poisons 
and Pharmacy Act, 1908, which introduces a new schedule of 
poisons in lieu of that contained in 31 & 32 Vict. c. 121, and 
réquires chemists and druggists’ businesses to be carried on, so far 
as practical work goes, by properly qualified persons. The 


Public Meeting Act, 1908, which, though passed to meet a tem 
rary difficulty, will probably be in considerable use during Par 
mentary elections. The Children Act does not, it is believed, 
come into operation till the 1st of April, 1909; and the Preven. 
tion of Crimes Act not till the 1st of August. 


Building Schemes and Restrictive Covenants. 


OF RECENT YEARS the reports have frequently contained cases 
on the effect of building schemes in making covenants run with 
the land in equity, so as to be enforceable as between different 
purchastrs of land subject to the scheme. The recent decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Filiston v. Reacher (1908, 2 Ch. 665) does 
not appear to add anything new to the law of the subject, for, as 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R., observed, it was perfectly clear that, at the 
time when the estate in question first began to be developed, there 
was a common building scheme in existence. If successive pur- 
chasers purchased on the faith of this building scheme and coven- 
anted to observe it, then there is no doubt that, according to the 
accepted doctrine, they purchased also the benefit of the 
covenants as against other purchasers. The peculiarity of the 
present case was that the covenants were reduced into the formal 
shape of an indenture to which the various purchasers were 
intended to be parties, and which it was intended that they 
should execute. In fact, however, the deed, after being engrossed, 
dated, and stamped, was kept in the custody of the vendors, a 
building society, and was never executed by any person. Each 
conveyance toa purchaser, however, referred to it, and the pur- 
chaser covenanted that he would observe the building stipulations 
contained in it. One of these forbade the use of any building 
on the estate as a hotel without the vendors’ consent. 
on one of the lots was used as a hotel without this consent being 
obtained, and the purchaser of another lot was held to be entitled 
to an injunction. The Court of Appeal attached no weight to 
the circumstance that the “indenture” had not been executed, 
nor to the fact that the vendors reserved power to dispense 
with the restrictions as to any part of the estate. On the latter 
point FARWELL, L.J., pointed out.that in Osborne v. Bradley 
(1903, 2 Ch. 446), which had been quoted to shew that such a 
reservation excluded liability founded on the building scheme, 
he had treated it as only one element to consider when the 
court had to ascertain as a matter of fact whether there was or 
was not a scheme. In the present case the existence of the 
scheme was clear, and it was clear also that the successive 
purchasers had covenanted to observe it. 


** Shares” as Realty. 

THE QUESTION of the precise nature of the property conferred 
by ownership of a share in the New River Company—technically 
known as The Governor and Company of the New River brought 
from Chadwell and Amwell to London—has been raised in Adair 
v. New River Co. (Limited) and the Metropolitan Water 
Board (Times, Dec. 21), The actual point at issue was 
whether a certain annual payment of £400 (originally £500), 
known as “ The King’s Clogg””—the “ King” being CHARLEs I.— 
was a rent charge issuing out of certain of the shares in the 
New River Company so as to constitute an existing charge in 
favour of the plaintiff within the meaning of the Metropolitan 
Water Act, 1902. In order to decide this, the history and 
nature of the undertaking known as.the New River Company 
had to be inquired into, and one result of the case has been 
to throw some light on the juridical position of shares in the 
New River Company. The decision of WARRINGTON, J., in 
favour of the plaintiff was upheld in the Court of Appeal, the 
judgment of the Master of thé Rolls and Farwet, L.J., 
being delivered by the latter, and Fietcuer Mouton, L.J., 
dissenting. As reported, this dissenting judgment is somewhat 
difficult to understand. FLEercHER MOULTON, o1..J., said that 
the case “rests on broad pian 0 and not on technicalities of 
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conveyancing or the law of real property,” and he held that the 
King’s Clogg related only to the profits of the company and was 
not a rent-charge issuing out of realty. FAarwe.t, L.J., began his 
a mew by pointing out that shares in the New River Company 

always been considered to be realty. Half the shares in the 
undertaking had originally belonged to the King, and this moiety 
was made over to Sir HuGH MyDDELTON in 1631 in consideration 
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of acovenant by the latter to pay to his Majesty, his heirs and 
successors, the yearly rent of £500. Out of what did this rent 
jssue ? Clearly, said FARWELL, L.J., out of realty ; the effect of the 
deed of 1631 was “to create a legal rent-charge of £500 a year 
issuing out of, and charged on, the undivided moiety of real estate, 
and of the profits thereof, conveyed by the King toSirHucH .... 
a-rent-charge charged on the fee.” This rent-charge constituted 
«the King’s Clogg,” now vested in the plaintiff. With respect to 
the property on which the “clogg” was a charge, the case of 
Bligh v. Brent (2 Y. & C. Ex. 268) was cited, and a mistaken 
reference there to the Corporation of London was corrected : the state- 
ments in that case were, however, fully adopted by FARWELL, 
L.J., to the effect that the land over which the New River flowed 
was not vested in the corporate body, but in the individuals—“the 
corporation was incidental to the purposes of management only, 
and was not seised of the land, the individual corporators have 
the property, the corporation have only the management 
of it.” 


The Decision of the Court of Appeal. 


TuIs view of the nature of New River shares certainly is not 
the view suggested by the somewhat scanty references to the 
subject in the text-books. New River shares are usually men- 
tioned only to point out that they constitute an exception to the 
general rule that shares in companies owning canals, railways, 
&c., are personalty and not realty: see, for instance, Lindley on 
Companies (6th ed.) 630, note (0). In the more recent editions of 
Williams on Real Property the statement as to New River shares 
being realty is supplemented by the insertion of the words “and 
in one or two more of the older companies ” : see 20th ed. 30, note 
(r). One instance of these “older companies ” is to be found in the 
case of Buckeridge v. Ingram (2 Ves. jun. 652), where shares in 
the Avon Navigation were held to be real estate, and only dis- 
posable by will duly attested to pass realty. This case was 
avowedly decided by Sir R. P. ARDEN on the analogy of the 
New River undertaking, and was treated by him as a stronger 
case than the latter ; “ this Act cannot be construed to have taken 
out of the proprietors and given to this corporation the soil, but it 
has given them a right in and over the soil, and certain real rights 
arising in and out of the soil.” This statement may require modi- 
fication at some future time. In the recent case FARWELL, L.J., 
thus summed up his views as to the property of owners of New 
River shares: “The result is the same as if there had 
been a conveyance in fee of land, as to one moiety thereof 
to the use of the King, his heirs and successors, and as to the 
other moiety thereof to the use of the said adventurers, their 
heirs and assigns, as tenants in common, with a provision for the 
irrevocable appointment, on behalf of all, in perpetnity, of a reeve 
or bailiff to manage the estate, make all necessary disbursements, 
and divide the net residue among the owners. The case is similar 
to that of mines worked by co-owners without partnership, where 
the real estate is not partnership property.” We should add that 
a learned correspondent who disapproves of the decision of the 
Court of Appeal says: “It might have been supposed that this 
liability to the King’s Clogg would be specifically dealt with in the 
arbitration, and if the Water Board gave a less price for the New 
River Company’s undertaking on account of the King’s Clogg, the 
present decision is, of course, not open to criticism. But what was 
done at the arbitration does not seem to have been in evidence, 
and if the item really was considered, this question of legal 
liability ought to have been settled at that time. As matters now 
stand, it looks as if the ratepayers of the metropolis generally 
were required to pay an extra £400 a year for the benefit of some 
of the shareholders in the New River Company.” 


Contract for Engagement of Monthly Nurse. 


A CASE of considerable importance to nurses and their 
employers was tried some little time ago, before the judge 
of the Bristol County Court. The defendant's wife wrote 
to the plaintiff, a certificated monthly nurse, in the early 
part of last year, that she was expecting her confinement 
about the beginning of June, and asking her if she would be 


commencing “about the last week in May or the beginning of 
June.” In April the defendant’s wife suffered from illness and 
was prematurely delivered of a child on the 2nd of May. At 
that date the plaintiff was engaged on another case, and 
another nurse had to be engaged. On the 4th of 
May the defendant wrote to the plaintiff informing her 
of the premature birth of the child and telling her “that 
her services would not be required next month.” To this 
the plaintiff replied that she would see what could be 
arranged and would try to obtain another case. She was, 
however, unable to do so, and at the end of June she wrote to the 
defendant informing him of the fact and claiming her agreed fees 
for the month. The defendant declining to pay, the plaintiff 
brought her action against him, claiming as es for the breach 
of her contract the amount of her fees. At the hearing it was 
argued on her behalf that the contract was an absolute contract 
for the nurse to keep herself free to render certain services for a 
month from the agreed time, and that she had fulfilled her part of 
the contract by keeping herself free. It was further argued that 
the happening of the birth of the child at an earlier date was 
not such an occurrence as would render the performance of the 
contract impossible, and that, the contract being a positive one, there 
could not be imported into it a condition that use of the birth 
not happening at the exact date expected, the defendant was freed 
from his liability to pay. Reliance was placed on the case of Herne 
Bay Steam Boat Co. v. Hutton (1903, 2 K. B. 683), where a 
steamship was engaged to take passengers to a naval review for a 
stipulated sum, payable in advance, and it was held that the 
happening of the review was not the basis of the contract.. The 
judge held that the basis of a contract such as that of the nurse 
must be taken to be the birth of the child about the calculated time, 
and that the birth in this case having taken place before- 
hand, owing to no fault of either party, the contract came 
to an end at the date of the birth. He accordingly gave 
judgment for the defendant. This decision has been criticized in 
some of the medical periodicals, but it appears to us to be quite 
satisfactory and in accordance with the reasoning in Krell v. 
Henry (1903, 2 K. B. 740). The condition of the wife's health 
was surely part of the bargain, just as much as the health of the 
nurse, which might have disabled her from giving her services at 
the time appointed. The contract was, we may assume, liable to 
be terminated by the death of either party before the beginning 
of June, and if it could be terminated by death, we cannot see why 
it should not equally be terminated by an event beyond the control 
of the parties. It has more than once been said that these cases 
must depend upon their ial circumstances, and the present 
case is a good example of the truth of this observation, 


Felo-de-se. 


AT AN inquest held recently in a case of suicide the foreman 
asked the coroner if he did not think that a large number of those™ 
who destroyed themselves were really of sound mind, and that 
the verdict of “temporary insanity” was often unjustifiable. 
The coroner agreed that sane men often committed suicide, and 
inasmuch as their act was by the law of England a crime deserving 
of punishment, the proper verdict was felede-se. We do not 
know whether statistics shew an increase in the rate of suicides, 
but it may readily be believed that the pees gin to 
increase owing to the ice of giving full reports in the news- 
papers of the web! 9 oe at pe bes — Any one who 
makes suggestions for the repression or abatement of suicide is 
liable ig, vagerenents to the personage in “The Chimes,” of 
CHARLES DICKENS, who pro to “put down suicide.” But 
we venture to say that the publications of these reports, and the ex- 
pressions of sympathy with the relatives and friends of the unfor- 
tunate persons who have died by their own hands, are not without 
effect in inducing others to make attempts upon their lives. And 
we should welcome any change in the taste of newspaper readers 
which might tend to a discontinuance of these melancholy para- 
graphs. A verdict of “felode-se,” instead of a verdict of 
“temporary insanity,” is not, we think, likely to affect the 
statistics of suicide. Suicide was ibly quite as common as 
now in the days when it was followed by the ignominious burial of 





free at that time ; and the plaintiff was finally engaged for a month 
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Action by a Beauty Specialist. 


Ir is put of the duty of the judges of the French Republic, who 
decide questions of fact as well as questions of law, to tax the bills of 
all sorts and conditions of contractors, artists and workmen. - In the 
exercise of this.duty, they had to consider, a few days since, and 
without any assistance from a jury, whether the claim of a beauty 
specialist for the value of her services was a reasonable one. -She 
sought to recover in the Sixth Chamber of the Tribunal of the 
Seine 6,760 francs as the price of her treatment for the im- 
provement of the complexion of a lady in Paris. The avocat for 
the defendant insisted that the claim was an exorbitant one. The 
plaintiff claimed at the rate of 50 francs for each attendance, and, 
inasmuch as there were three of these attendances a week, her 
charges amounted to 600 francs a month. The fees of medical 
practitioners had been sanctioned by legal tribunals and amounted 
at the present day to five francs a visit in the case of an 
ordinary practitioner, ten francs in the case of a hospital physician, 
twenty francs in that of a professor of the faculty, but the courts 
could not be asked to put the charges of a face masseuse on the same 
footing as the fees of a learned physician. For the plaintiff it was 
contended that she was not only an artist of remarkable gifts, but 
that her work was so laborious that it often required long periods 
of repose. She was of good social connections ; had a diploma for 
midwifery and had served with distinction in two hospitals in 
Paris. The court considered that the claim was excessive, and 
reduced the bill from 6,760 to 1,200 francs. The principle upon 
which the sum awarded was ascertained does not appear. 


The Lack of Thrift in Lawyers. 


THE SPEECH of Lord RosEBERY upon the virtue of thrift, and 
of the —— to be learned from great men in this respect, may 
remind us that this virtue has not always been conspicuous in the 
lives of eminent lawyers It would be easy to refer to instances 
within living memory of successful advocates who have passed the 
last years of their lives in hopeless penury. But if we go back 
to the early part of the last century, we find Lord ABINGER, in 
his autobiography, telling us that, though he always lived within 
his income, yet he had saved very little of it, and had been able 
to make only a slender provision for his family. Lord ErsKINE, 
about the same time, after twenty-eight years of a lucrative 
practice, found himself in embarrassed circumstances. The cares 
of an engrossing profession may sometimes prevent the successful 
lawyer from exercising a proper supervision over his affairs, but 
it must not be forgotten that his success often brings him into a 
circle whose scale of expenditure is greater than that to which he 

been accustomed, and that the interval during which his gains 
reach their highest figure is often one of short duration. He is 
under a sort of compulsion to live expensively and at the same 
time to endeavour to lay the foundations of the prosperity of his 
descendants, and we cannot be surprised that this effort is often 
unsuccessful. 


Sessions House for London. 


A CORRESPONDENCE has lately appeared in the daily papers 
upon the question whether it is desirable that all prisoners com- 
mitted for trial in London should be tried at the New Sessions 
House in the Old Bailey by the Central Criminal Court. There 
appears to be good ground for contending that the business now 
transacted by the courts at Clerkenwell, Newington and West- 
minster could be disposed of by the Central Criminal 
Court ; but with regard to the work involving the services and 
accommodation of a large siaff of officials, the case is 
different. The question arises whether other arrangements could 
be made for the housing and accommodation of this staff. 
With regard to this question, it may be worth while 
to a x the history of the offices in the Royal Courts of 
Justice. These offices occupy a large amount of space, are not 
easily accessible, and have to some extent encroached upon the 
room available for the trial of causes. Many of the officials might 
have been accommodated with comparative cheapness in a separate 
building It may well be doubted whether much is to be gained by 
a pedantic adherence to the notion that courts and offices should 
form part of the same building. 





Packing of American Courts. 


WE HAVE heard that Americans are extremely sensitive to 
criticism, but they are not afraid, when occasion arises, of speaking 
strongly against abuses in the government of the States. We 
extract the following passage from a recent address delivered by 
President Exot, of Harvard University, on “ Lawlessness,” before 
the Civic Forum, Carnegie. Hall, New York: <“ Government 
agencies themselves have often fostered lawlessness. Thus States 
have underbid other States, offering easy terms of incorporation. 
Executives have complained of court decisions and have reproached 
judges for giving decisions contrary to the policies of the execu- 
tives. Courts have been packed by executive appointments in 
order to procure from those same courts subsequently decisions in 
conformity with the wishes or opinions of the executives. Courts 
themselves have contradicted each other, have given decisions on 
technical grounds without expressing an opinion on the merits of 
the case, have divided as evenly as possible upon important ques- 
tions, and have brought courts into contempt by long delays, by 
reversals of judgment, and by multiplied appeals from court to 
court. Whenever through any of these causes failure of justice 
occurs, the courts are brought into contempt and the spirit of 
lawlessness is fostered.” Insufficiency of police protection and 
laxity in enforcing the restrictions imposed upon business 
corporations are other evils which are denounced by the learned 
President. 


Effect of an Award Based on the 


Existence of a Trade Custom. 


A VERY interesting point as to the effect of the incorporation of 
a custom in a contract was raised by the case of Re North-Western 
Rubber Co. (Limited) and Huttenbach & Co. (1908, 2 K. B. 907), and 
the difference of opinion exhibited in the Court of Appeal, following 
a similar difference of opinion in the earlier case of Hutcheson v. 
Eaton (13 Q. B. D. 861), makes it worth while to consider these 
authorities. The question involved in each was the jurisdiction of 
an arbitrator to decide upon the existence and effect of a custom 
which one of the parties before him sought to incorporate in the 
contract which was the subject of arbitration. 

It has long been settled law that a contract is not necessarily 
conclusive as to the whole of the terms by which the 
rights of the parties to it are to be determined. If 
there is a custom or usage affecting the subject-matter of the 
contract of which they may be taken to have cognizance, and the 
contract is silent as to the particular point with which the custom 
or usage is concerned, then it is permissible, subject to certain 
restrictions, to read the contract as though the custom or usage were 
incorporated in it. “It has long been settled,” said Parke, B., 
in Hutton vy. Warren (1 M. & W., p. 475), “ that in commercial 
transactions extrinsic evidence of custom and usage is admissible 
to annex incidents to written contracts, in matters with respect to 
which they are silent. The same rule has also been applied to 
contracts in other transactions of life, in which known usages have 
been established and prevailed ; and this has been done upon the 
principle of presumption that in such transactions the parties did 
not mean to express in writing the whole of the contract by 
which they intended to be bound, but a contract with reference 
to those known usages.” It is essential, however, that the custom 
or usage which it is sought to introduce shall not contradict or 
vary the written contract ; and though it may add a term to that 
contract, yet the stipulation so added must not deal with a new 
matter ; it must be merely incidental to some matter which is 
actually regulated by the contract. As it was put in Phullipps v. 
Briard (1 H. & N., p. 27), the custom may explain the contract 
by evidence of something incidental to it; it may not introduce 
another and different contract. 

What, then, is the function of an arbitrator to whom a dispute 
on @ contract is referred if one of the parties sets up a custom for 
the — of adding an incident to the written contract? At 
first sight it would seem that, since the contract between the parties 
consists of the written contract as explained by the custom, the 
whole matter is for the arbitrator to adjudicate upon, and that, sub- 
ject to the ordinary rules as to questioning an award, his award is con- 
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clusive both as to the existence of the custom and as to its effect upon 
the contract, and of this opinion was Fry, L.J.,in Hutcheson v. Eaton 
(supra). There a contract for a sale had been made by brokers 
without naming their principals. Subsequently they named their 
principals, and upon a claim being made against them under the 
eontract, they set up a custom of the trade, that, if the brokers 
disclosed the names of their principals, the brokers were not liable 
on the contract. The claim was referred to arbitrators appointed 

the General Brokers’ Association in Liverpool, and the 
arbitrators adopted the custom and found in favour of the brokers. 
The purchasers did not attend the arbitration, and subsequently 
brought an action to enforce their claim. On the hearing of the 
action the jury found that the alleged custom did not-exist, and 
judgment was given in favour of the plaintiffs, the purchasers. 
In the Court of Appeal the question was whether the 
existence of the custom could be called in question after 
the award of the arbitrators. Fry, LJ., held that it 
could not, upon the ground suggested above. The reference to 
the arbitrators was to determine a “dispute arising upon the 
contract,” and it was for the arbitrators to decide what the con- 
tract was and what were the rights of the parties under it. This 
included a decision as to how the written contract was affected 
by the alleged custom. “In every case,” he said, “in which the 
contract is coloured by custom, it must be necessary for the 
arbitrator to determine what is the custom which so affects the 
contract, and therefore it must be competent for him, whenever 
the dispute arises upon the contract, to ascertain the true inter- 
pretation of the contract, having regard to all the surrounding 
circumstances and having regard to all customs, if any, which 
affect the construction or alter the terms of the contract.” 

But Brett, M.R., and Bowen, L.J., took the opposite view, and 
considered that a decision as to the existence of the custom was 
outside the jurisdiction of the arbitrators. The question, observed 
the Master of the Rolls, was whether the arbitrators “had any 
jurisdiction to inquire into the existence of that custom or not,” 
and he held that they had not. As long as the dispute touched 
only the written contract they had jurisdiction to deal with it ; 
but when a custom was set up which affected the written contract, 
then to inquire into the custom was to inquire what the contract 
was, and this was outside the reference. ‘The only matter,” he said, 
“which they had authority to decide was any question arising on 
the contract itself, but they have taken on themselves to decide 
what the contract was in order to give themselves jurisdiction to 
decide what the rights of the parties were.” The point decided 
being thus outside their jurisdiction, the award was a nullity, and 
consequently it was no bar to the action. And Bowen, L.J., 
agreed, upon the ground that an arbitrator could not read into 
the contract a non-existent custom in order to give himself 
jurisdiction. 

It is possible that the decision of the majority of the Court of 
Appeal in Hutcheson v. Eaton (supra) involved some confusion as 
to the real scope of the reference to arbitration. It is probable 
that the parties intend any question affecting their rights under 
the contract to be included in the reference ; and a dispute as 
to the existence of a custom which may affect the contract, and 
consequently the rights of the parties, seems to be as suitable for 
reference as any other matter. And if the arbitrators find that a 
custom exists which a jury afterwards find does not exist, it is not 
plain why the validity of the award should be affected. The 
judgments above referred to seem to treat the finding of the jury 
as something sacred, or at least as involving some special certainty. 
But the finding of the arbitrators is just as likely to be right— 
probably more likely——and at any rate this is the tribunal that 
the parties have chosen. In the present case of Re North-Wes/ern 
Rubber Co. ( Limited) and Huttenbach & Co, (supra) it was somewhat 
difficult to raise the question again after the decision in ZZufcheson 
v. Haton, but that that decision is not altogether satisfactory 
appears from the fact that BucKuey, L.J., questioned it, and the 
majority—VAUGHAN WILLIAMS and FLeToHER Mouton, L.JJ., 
—though they followed it, yet found it necessary to qualify the 
proposition that the arbitrators had no jurisdiction to inquire into 
the existence of the alleged custom. 

In the present case there had been a contract for the sale of 


goods when tendered on the ground that they were not in 

accordance with the contract. On a reference to arbitration the 

arbitrators found that there was a custom that inferior goods 

must be accepted subject to an allowance, provided the inferiority 

was not excessive or unreasonable, and they made an award 
accordingly. In reliance on Hutcheson v. Hatox (supra) the 
urchasers moved to set aside the award, and succeeded in the 

ivisional Court (PHILLIMORE and WaLTon, JJ.). In the Court 
of Appeal, also, that case was treated as conclusive, though 
Buck ey, L.J., intimated that he preferred the view of Fry, L.J., 
to that of the majority of the Court of Appeal, and VAUGHAN 
Wituiams, L.J., and Mouton, L.J., considered that the 
judgments of the majority in Hutcheson v. Eaton 
were wrong in removing the custom altogether 
from the jurisdiction of the arbitrators. It was the 
duty of the arbitrators to examine into the custom, and, if they 
found it existed, to give an award on this footing. As to the exist- 
ence of the custom, however, the award is not final. It is open 
to the unsuccessful party to the reference to question the finding at 
law, and if at this stage he succeeds, then the award is a nullity. 
In other words, when a custom is set up, an award based upon 
the existence of the custom is contingent upon such existence 
being verified in a proceedings. “The truth of the 
matter,” said VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., “is that, if the custom is 
not contrary to the tenor of the contract, the arbitrators would be 
acting within their jurisdiction and would be doing no wrong if in 
the first instance they heard evidence and decided whether there 
was a custom or not.” 

The result is that, in the not uncommon case of a reference to 
arbitration of a dispute on a contract and the setting up of a custom 
to annex a stipulation to the contract, it is re for the 
parties to rely upon the arbitration as excluding subsequent 
ag end in other. words, the very object of the arbitration 
is defeated. While searing full weight to the arguments in the 
judgments of the majority of the Court of Appel in the two cases 
which we have been considering, it is difficult to avoid the conelu- 
sion that they are due to over-refinement. The law allows a 
custom to be incorporated as of a contract, where it is not 
excluded expressly or by implication When, therefore, a -dis- 
pute on the contract is ref to arbitration, there seems to be in 
the nature of things no reason why the arbitrator should not 
ascertain the existence of the custom and its effect on the contract, 
and why his award, so made, should not be as conclusive as on any 
other matter arising on the contract. He may, in the opinion of 
judges before whom the matter is subsequently brought, have 
gone wrong, but this is immaterial. The parties have chosen 
their own tribunal, and by that tribunal the whole matter in 
dispute should, it is submitted, be decided. 


The French Civil Code for ~ 
English Readers.* 


Mr. BLackwoop Wricat’s work is a welcome addition to the 
existing translations of the French Civil Code. He tells us in his 
—- that the book is the result or three féars’ work while Chief 
ustice of Seychelles, all his time not actually occupied on the 
being devoted to it. He gives as reasons for the study of French 
law the facts that in some of our possessions British citizens 
who are not of French origin are governed by it, and that 
our close commercial relations with France make it almost 
essential that the large numbers of merchants ene Se with 
that country, or who have entered into yet more intimate tions 
with French citizens, should be able to obtain a knowledge of the 


code. 

The facts which led to the codifying of French law are tolerably 
well known. The kingdom of France before the days of the Great 
Revolution had no uniform system of law. The country was divided 
into the region of written law (founded to a t extent upoa the 
ancient Roman law), a region which included the southern pro- 
vinces ; and the regi northern 








region of customary law, comprising the _ 

provinces of the kingdom. These laws had from time to time been 
supplemented by a number of royal ordinances which applied to the 
whole territory. The customs forming the customary law were said 





* The French Civil C de, Trasslate! into English, with Notes. Ry BR Blackwood 
Wright, LL.D. Stevens & Sons (Limited) 
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to include sixty general, and three hundred local, customs. The un- 
certainty arising from this conflict of laws may be imagined. It was 
said that, wholly irrespective of any question cf venue, an action 
might fail or succeed according to the law of the province in which 
it was commenced, and there was some ground for the sarcasm of 
Vouratrre, that a traveller in France-had to change his laws as often 
as he changed his horses. ‘We in England, more thana hundred years 
later, are resigned to a system by which Scotland, the Channel 
Islands, and the Isle of Man have all laws of their own which 
remain a sealed book to those who inhabit the Metropolis and the 
different English counties ; but the French nation, at the time when 
Napoleon assumed office as First Consul, was of one mind in asking 
that the whole of France should be governed by the same collection 
of laws. The energy of the First Consul gave effect to this wish. 
A commission, consisting of four eminent magistrates, examined the 
different systems prevailirg in France, and drew up a code which, 
after having been submitted for revision to the judges of the Court of 
Cassation and of the Courts of Appeal, was brought before the Council 
o State. over which the First Consul presided in person. The deliber- 
ations of this council were soon over, and the code (subject to alter- 
ations to which we shall hereafter refer) has ever since continued to 
be the law. It is divided into three books: the first relating to 
persons and the enjoyment and privation of civil rights ; the second 
ety and its different modifications ; and the third to the 
erent modes of acquiring property. There is also a preliminary 
title relating to the promulgation, effects and application of laws in 
neral. The whole code, with its 2,281 paragraphs, is printed in 
rance in a small pocket volume of 283 pages ; Mr. WRIGH’’s trans- 
lation, with its larger type and index, making up 480 pages. 

So much for the history of the code. It is a surprising feat of 
legislation which has perhaps received extravagant praise, and it 
must be admitted that Englishmen, as a rule, have little acquaint- 
ance with it. Many of them do not know enough French to read 
the original work, and the translations which have hitherto appeared 

ve no extracts from the numerous commentaries upon the text. 

ith regard to these commentaries it is not disputed that the 
codifiers did their work in a hurry. Part of it was imperfect, 
ly that relating to the law of mortgages, and its general 

es, expressed with what has been called a “fallacious brevity,” 
are often of little assistance in the solution of points of difficulty. 
ne clauses had not grown up in the days of the 
Revolution, and it is to be regretted that the enactments are not 
illustrated by concrete examples, as are the Indian Codes of 
MacavuLay and Sreruen. The imperfections of the code have, 
however, been liberally amended by subsequent legislation, and 
a number of commentators, in separate editions of the code, have 
a ed their notes to the different paragraphs in which they 
lace before the reader the learning to be gathered from the 
different text-books and the decisions of the judges. A translation 
with extracts from the commentaries is more likely to gain the 
- pa oo of English readers than a dry version of the collection 


Mr. Wricur’s notes appear to us to be of great value. They are 
and practical, and have certainly instructed us on many pvints 
of French law and procedure of which we were wholly ignorant. With 
the greatest consideration for work done in a tropical climate, we can 
only t that these notes are not more numerous. A close examin- 
ation of Mr. Wricut’s translations would occupy more space than is 
at our disposal. The difficulty of finding the exact equivalent in the 
lish language for many expressions in French law is great, and 
Mr. ae Fs often obliged oe the order of sentences and 
occasi y he passes over a word in the original as being superfluous. 
Elegance has to be sacrificed to exactness, but Mr. Wricur, in our 
opinion, has produced a correct version of the code. The preliminary 
title—as to the promulgation, effects, and application of laws 
—appears to us to be more carefully rendered than in 
previous translations, and the notes appended to it are of great 
a, on The earlier chapters of the first book “ Of 
aes shew the copious amendments of subsequent enactments. 
The titles relating to hapten, and divorce are of peculiar interest to 
English practitioners in the Divorce Court, who are often required to 
consider aoe of French law. The French Law of divorce being 
modern, there is little assistance from commentators—a fact which en- 
hances the value of the notes supplied by the translator. The law of 
domestic relations, and in particular the part concerning prodigals 
is of general interest. The second book, concerning property and 
ownership, may be illustrated by the Roman law, especially the part 
relating to easements. 

We come now to the third and last book. The part relating to 
successions is probably of less practical interest to English 
lawyers than other parts of the code, but they will be glad to read the 
notes appended to it, which explain the object of some of the pro- 
visions. Bat the remaining titles of the code, which relate to con- 
tracts or obligations generally, and to the different ways by which 


may be acquired, may often be consulted with advantage 


by those who have to inquire into some doubtful principle of English 
law. The classification of cuntracts is theoretical rather than prac. 
tical, and one is a little disposed to be surprised that it obtained the 
sanction of the impatient soldier who presided over the Council of 
State. The sections relating to consent, capacity, damages, the rules 
of construction, conditions, payment, tender, the authentication of 
documents, and the rights of. husband and wife are liberally supplied 
with notes. The chapters on. sale, hiring, loan, pledge and deposit 
are fully explained. One cannot but be surprised at the small space 
assigned by the code to the important subject of agency, as contrasted 
with the numerous provisions relating to suretyship. Good assist- 
ance is given to us in following the closing titles relating to priorities 
and mortgages. 

We from Mr. Wricut’s book with regret. We are quite sure 
that the reader will derive from it a knowledge not merely of 
French law, but of the general principles which are the foundation 
of the legal systems of most of the States of Europe. 





Reviews. 
Book of the Week. 


The Law of Employer’s Liability and Workmen’s Compensation. 
sae Edition. By THomas BEvEN, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
aynes. 








New Orders, &c. 


Land Registry. 


LAND TRANSFER ACTS, 1875 AND 1897, GENERAL RULES 
AND FEE ORDER OF 1908. 


NorIceE. 


In preparing applications intended to be made on or after the Ist 
of January, 1909, particular attention should be paid to the follow- 
ing provisions of the new General Rules and Fee Order, which come 
into operation on that day. 


First REGISTRATION. 


All applications for first registration must be made on one of the 
New oom 1, 2, 3 or 4, and must be accompanied not only (as 
hitherto) by the last document of title and a copy or abstract of it, 
but also by all other documents of every description yon | to the 
title in the applicant’s possession or under his control, together with 
a list of them in duplicate. See New Rule 18. 

The Forms of application include a declaration to the effect that a 
full disclosure of at material facts and documents has been made. 
One copy of the list of documents will be signed and returned to 
the applicant. This should be kept, to be returned to the depart- 
ment when the documents are handed out. 

The fees for First Registration on Sales exceeding £325 and not 
exceeding £32,000 in value are unaltered, but both below and above 
those limits they are raised—see the Fee Order, paragraph A. The 
new fees include Absolute or Good Leasehold title, which the regis- 
trar has power to confer in all cases where the documents produced 
appear to warrant it. 

he fees for First Registration of new Leases are regulated by a 
new scale altogether—see the Fee Order, paragraph D. It will be 
found to be about one-fifth of the Lessees’ Solicitor’s charges under 
the Remuneration Order of 1882. ge ‘ 

The Solicitors’ remuneration for First Rapatnion (whether with 
Possessory, Good Leasehold, or Absolute title) will be according to 
item charges for the work done, Es A.and B. of Rule 336 
having been abrogated or altered, thus leaving first registrations 
generally to be dealt with under paragraph J. 


CHARGES AND TRANSFERS FOR VALUE or LAND AND CHARGES. 


The fees on Chargesand Transfers for value of Land up to £1,000 
value are unaltered, but above that value they are raised—see the 
Fee Order, paragraph B. The fees on Transfers for value of 
Charges are to be the same as those on charges—namely, ls. 6d. per 
£25 of the value up to £50,000, and at a lower rate afterwards—see 
the Fee Order, paragraph B. After a fee on a transfer for value 
of a Possessory title has been paid, an Absolute or Good Lease- 
hold title will be registered gratis on — of the necessary 
evidence—see the Fee Order, paragraph F., 

All deferred fees on dealings with Absolute and Good Leasehold 








titles are remitted. 
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The Mayor’s Court of London, Rules, 1908. 


Tue following rules have been made in pursuance of the Mayor’s 
Court of London Procedure Act 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 157) and the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 61). 


Orper I. 


1. In any action for a debt or liquidated money demand exceeding 
ten pounds, the plaintiff may, on filing an affidavit made by himself, 
or by some person on his behalf who has knowledge of the facts 
according to the Form A in the Appendix, cause to be issued a default 
plaint, according to the Form B in the Appendix. 

2. Where a default plaint is issued, the plaintiff shall lodge with 
the registrar a copy of the affidavit required by paragraph one of this 
rule, and such copy shall be annexed to the sealed copy action served 
therewith. & 

3. A default plaint shall be personally served on the defendant, or 
each defendant if more than one, or in the case of a firm in the 
manner provided by Order I., r. 3, M.C.L.R., 1892, and if any defen- 
dant does not, within eight days after service of the summons (exclu- 
sive of the day of service), either pay the amount claimed into court 
or file with the registrar an affidavit with a copy thereof, stating that 
he intends to defend the action, and has a good defence thereto on 
the merits, and stating shortly the grounds of his defence, or statin, 
that he has a counter-claim or set-off which he intends to set up, an 
stating shortly the grounds of such counter-claim or set-off, the 
plaintiff shall be at liberty to sign judgment against him for the 
amount of his claim and costs. 

4. Where a defendant pays the amount claimed into court, or files 
such affidavit, he shall be at liberty to enter an appearance, and the 
court shall have power to fix a day for the trial of the action and give 
all such directions as to its further conduct as to the court shall seem 
expedient. 

. The affidavit to be filed by the defendant shall state whether the 
defence, counter-claim, or set-off alleged goes to the whole or part only, 
and (if so) to what part, of the plaintiff's claim, and if such defence, 
counter-claim, or set-off applies only to a part of the plaintiff’s claim, 
the plaintiff shall be entitled to have judgment entered up for that 
part of his claim to which the defence, counter-claim, or set-off does 
not apply, but the plaintiff shall not be entitled to issue execution 
on such judgment, without leave of the court, until the action is dis- 
posed of, and the action shall proceed-as to the residue of the plaintiff's 

im. 

6. Where any defendant does not pay money into court or file such 
affidavit as above mentioned, the court may, upon an affidavit dis- 
closing a defence on the merits and satisfactorily explaining his neglect, 
let in the defendant to defend, upon such terms as may be just. 

7. Where personal service cannot be effected, and the court is satisfied 
by affidavit that reasonable efforts have been made to effect such ser- 
vice, and either that the summons has come to the knowledge of the 
defendant or that he wilfully evades service of the same, the court 
may order that the plaintiff be at liberty to proceed as if personal 
service had been effected, subject to such conditions as may be just. 

8. A default plaint shall not be issued against a defendant who is 
a domestic or menial servant, a labourer, a servant in husbandry, a 
journeyman, an artificer, a handicraftsman, a miner, or any person 
engaged in manual labour. 

6. The fees and costs under these rules shall be regulated according 
to the authorised scales of fees and costs in the Mayor’s Court. 

These rules may be cited as ‘‘The Mayor’s Court of London, 
— 1908,’’ and shall come into operation on the first day of January, 


Signed by us this 25th day of March, 1908. 
Forrest Furtton, Recorder of London. 
F. A. Bosanquet, Common Serjeant. 
Approved, 
(Slaned) 
Loresurn, C. 
Atverstone, C.J. 
Herpert H. Cozens-Harpy, M.R. 
J. Gorett Barnes, P 
Artuur R. Jetr, J. 
R. J. Parker, J. 
CHRISTOPHER JAMES. 


APPENDIX A. 
Affidavit of Debt for Issue of Default Plaint against Defendant. 
In the Mayor’s Court, London. 


make oath and say as follows :— 


1, 
is justly and truly indebted to me (or to the proposed plaintiff) in the 
sum of & for the price of goods sold (or for money lent), &c. 

And I (or the said (name of proposed plaintiff) am (or is) desirous 
of entering a plaint and issuing a default plaint for the recovery of 
the said sum. 

2. The defendant has admitted his liability to this claim, (or) I (or 
the proposed plaintiff) have (or has) received no intimation that the 
sroneend | defendant disputes or intend i his liability to pay 





the whole or any part of the claim, and I verily believe that there 
is no defence to the proposed action. 
3. The proposed defendant is not a domestic or menial servant, a 


labourer, a servant in husbandry, a journeyman, an artificer, a 
handicraftsman, a miner, or a oe engaged in manual labour. 

4. I am a person in the employ of the proposed plaintiff (or as the 
case may be), and that the facts herein deposed to are within my own 
knowledge, and that I am duly authorised by the proposed plaintiff 
to make this affidavit. 

I do order that the above-named 

be at liberty to enter a default plaint against the 
above-named. 
Judge or Registrar. 


APPENDIX B. 

STAMP. 
In the Mayor’s Court, London, 
Default Plaint, 
day of 190 

Defendant, 

at the suit of 
Plaintiff, 


in an action to recover the sum of £ 


of 
Take Notice that the above action has been commenced against 
under Order I., Rule 1, of the Mayor’s Court Rules, 1908, an pF ws 
within eight days from_the service hereof you pay the amount of the 
plaintiff’s claim into court or file an affidavit stating that you intend 
to defend the action and have a defence thereto on the merits, 
and stating shortly the unds of your defence, or that you have a 
counter-claim or set-off which you intend to set up, and stating shortly 
the grounds of such counter-claim or set-off, judgment will be signed 
against you by default. 

If you file such affidavit, you must within such eight days enter an 
appearance and serve notice thereof, together with a copy of the 
affidavit, on the plaintiff’s solicitors. 

The plaintiff claims the sum of £ for 
and £ for costs, and in case the plaintiff obtains an order for 
substituted service the further sum of é the amount 
claimed be paid to me within — days from the service hereof, all 
further proceedings will be stayed. 

Yours, &c., 


of 
To Mr. \ 


x the above-named defendant. J 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


NAIRN AND OTHERS v. UNIVERSITY COURT OF THE UNIVERSITY 
OF 8T. ANDREWS AND OTHERS. 10th and 12th Nov. ; 10th Dec. 
Etection Law—Untversity Francuise—Ricut or Women GRADUATES 

To VoTs—REPRESENTATION OF THE Pxropite (Scortanp) Acr, 1868 

(31 & 32 Vicr. c. 48), ss. 27, 28—Untversities Exrecrions AMEND- 

MENT (Scortanp) Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 48), s. 2 (3), (10), 

agape ccc (Scortanp) Acr, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 55), s. 

14 (6). 

By section 27 of the Representation af the People (Scotland) Act, 
1868, every person whose name is for the time being on the register 


Plaintiff’s Solicitor, 


Plaintiff's Solicitor. 





full age, and not subject to any legal incapacity, be entitled to vote in 
the election of a member to serve in any future Parliament for such 
university. By section 14 (6) of the Universities (Scotland) Act, 1889, 
power is given to each university to admit women to graduation. By 
an ordinance of the University Commissioners, acting under the power 
given by the Act of 1889, which dealt purely with academic as dis- 
tinguished from itical matters, women wé¥e made eligible Bag 
graduation and thus were introduced into the university councils. 
The appellants were five lady graduates, whose names had been 
duly registered as such, and they claimed the right to vote at the forth- 
coming election of a member of Parliament to represent the Universities 
of St. Andrews and Edinburgh. 

Held, dismissing the appeal, that as when the Act of 1868 was passed 
the universities did not receive women as students, the ““ persons 
contemplated in the enfranchisement of the Scotch graduates were 
limited to ‘‘ men,” and the ordinance of the University Commissioners 
under the Act of 1889, by which women were made ee Ber gredua- 
tion could not therefore confer by implication the privilege of the 
franchise on a class to which it was not given by the Act which created 
the franchise. 

Appeal against a judgment of the Judges of the Extra Division of 
the yt ot Seutaan in Scotland, who dismissed the claim of 
the appellants to vote at the election of a member of Parliament to 
represent the universities jointly of St. Andrews and Edinburgh. The 
history of the case was as follows :—A contested election of a member 
of Parliament for the Universities of St. Andrews and Edinbargh— 
the first since the admission of women to the universities—was to be 
held in February, 1906. The date of the poll having been announced, 





; the present appellants at their lordships’ bar applied to the Registrar 


. of the general council of such university, shall, tf ofm 
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of the University of Edinburgh to issue them voting papers, in order 
that they might record their votes. The registrar declined to do this, 
on the ground that, being women, they were not entitled to receive 
voting papers, to tender their votes, or to have their votes recorded. 
The names of the women graduates of each Scottish university are on 
the Statutory Parliamentary Voting Register, established by the 
Franchise Act, 1868, that being the register of the General Council of 
the University. Being thus p> Bent y the position taken up by the 
university authorities, the action was brought to test the question, the 
claim to vote being based on the fact that by section 14 of the 
Universities (Scotland) Act, 1889, universities were allowed to admit 
women as graduates, and that women who became graduates were to 
have their names placed on the register of the general council, and 
to have and exercise all the privileges belonging to a male graduate. It 
was argued before the Scottish courts, but unsuccessfully, that the 
university franchise was entirely different from the other franchises in 
the country. In two respects it was unique, first, as regarded the 
qualification, and, second, as regarded the constituency. It was in 
no sense a franchise of property; it was a franchise of education and 
of intellect. It was a right conferred on those who, by taking 
a university degree, had shown their fitness to take part in the 
administration of the affairs of the nation. Further, the franchise 
was not confined to specified geographical limits, but was exercised 
by those having the qualification independently of their residence 
or location. This representation of the universities was created by 
the Representation of the People (Scotland) Act, 1868, section 27 of 
which provides that ‘‘ Every person whose name is for the time being 
on the register . . of the General Council of such University, 
shall, if of full age, and not subject to any legal incapacity, be 
entitled to vote in the election of a member . . . for such 
University. . . It was contended that the appellants satisfied 
all the four conditions in the above section, and that the word 
“* person ’’ included women as well as men. The case for the appellants, 
who were five ladies, all of whom had graduated at one or other of the 
Universities of St. Andrews and Edinburgh, was argued by Miss Jessie 
Chrystal Macmillan, M.A., B.Sc., and Miss Frances H. Simson, M.A., 
with them Mr. Robert Munro (of the Scottish bar). At the conclusion 
of their arguments, and without hearing counsel for the university, 
judgment was reserved. 


Dec. 10.—Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that the appeal 
should be dismissed, said that no authentic case of a woman voting 
for the election of a member of Parliament had been before 
their lordships. The disability of women had been taken for granted, 
and it was incomprehensible to his lordship that anyone acquainted 
with our laws or the methods by which they were ascertained could 
think, if, indeed, anyone did think, there was room for argument on 
such a point. It was notorious that this right of voting had, in fact, 
been confined to men. Not only had it been the constant tradition, 
alike of all the three kingdoms, but it had also been the constant 
practice, so far as they had the knowledge of what had happened from 
the earliest time down to this day. If this legal disability was to be 
removed, it must be done by an Act of Parliament. Accordingly, the 
appellants maintained that it had, in fact, been done by Act of 
Parliament. They said that the Act of 1868, while confining to men 
the franchise described in other sections, adopted different language 
in section 27, using in that section the word ‘‘persons.’’ He agreed 
that the word “ persons”’ would, primd facie, include women. But in 

ing of ‘‘persons’’ this same section limited them to those who 
were ‘‘not subject to any legal incapacity.’’ He could not doubt that 
by this limitation, if not otherwise, were excluded all such persons 
as might by law be disabled from voting. Peers were excluded, as 
were women, so also were others. Referring to the use of the word 
“‘person”’ in the Act of 1888, his lordship said it would require a 
convincing demonstration to satisfy him that Parliament intended to 
effect a constitutional change so momentous and far-reaching by so 
furtive a process. In regard to the second point made by the 
appellants, namely, that they were entitled to receive voting papers, in 
his lordship’s opinion they were not so entitled, because the Act only 
said that voters should receive them. They were not voters. For 
these reasons he respectfully advised their lordships to dismiss this 
appeal, with costs. 


Lords AsHgourNne, Ropertson, and CoLtins concurred, and the 
rae was accordingly dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Scott Dickson, 

.C., Dean of Faculty, and H. B. Macmillan. So.tcrrors, Neish, 
Howell & Haldane, for William Purves, W.S., Edinburgh; John Ken- 
nedy, for W. & J. Cook, W.S., Edinburgh. 


(Reported by Ensxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
RED “RR” STEAMSHIP CO. ». ALLATINI BROS. AND OTHERS. 
Bray, J. 5th and 12th Nov. 


Sar—Bur of Lavina snp Cuarter-panty—Construction—FRe1GHT 
amp Deap Freicnt—Lein ron—Liasiziry or Bit or LApING OWNERS 
asp Receivers or Carco. 


in respect of a cargo carried by the plaintiffs’ ship. The bill of ladin 
count pf tas sf rate of freight as per + ty aa The chavten 
party gave an option to ship ‘‘ other lawful merchandize,” in which 
case “‘ freight to be paid on steamer’s dead-weight capacity, for wheat 
or maize in bags on this voyage at the rates above agreed as for heavy 
grain, but steamer not to earn more freight than she would if loaded 
with a full cargo of wheat and/or maize in a The vessel left the 
port of loading when only half full, owing to the fact that the charterer 
could provide no further cargo, as he had become insolvent. The 
defendants contended that all they were bound to pay was 12s. per ton 
on 2,240 lbs. gross weight delivered, but the plaintiffs claimed payment 
on a lump sum basis. 


Held, that the plaintiffs were on the construction of the bill of lading 
and charter-party only entitled to payment at the rate of freight at 12s, 
per ton gross weight delivered. 


Action brought by the owners of the steamship Ryall to recover from 
the defendants, holders of bills of lading and receivers of the cargo, 
three sums of money, amounting to £1, 1s., deposited by the defen- 
dants to release their goods from the lien which plaintiffs asserted they 
were entitled to exercise for balance of freight and dead freight. The 
defendants admitted and pad to the plaintiffs a certain amount for 
freight, but disputed the balance and also the lien for dead freight. 
The facts, as stated by the learned e, were shortly as follows :— 
The ship had been chartered by L. illenz & Co. by a charter 
dated the 16th of May, 1907. She commenced loading on the 21st of 
May, but on the 3rd of July, when she was only about half loaded, 
Willenz informed the ship’s agents that he was unable to complete the 
loading, owing to unforeseen circumstances making it impossible for him 
to buy any further cargo, and he told the captain about the same time 
that he was ruined. The ship sailed on the 5th of July, and on her 
arrival in London the claim was made by the plaintiffs and the money 
deposited. The bill of lading was in the following terms: ‘‘ Shipped 
‘ unto order, he or they paying freight for the said goods and 
performing all other conditions and exceptions as per charter-party 
dated at Buenos Ayres on the 16th of are 1907, per the rate of freight 
as per charter-party per ton of 2,240 lbs. gross weight delivered in 
Pee” 68 cs 6d. less if ordered to a direct port on signing last bill of 
lading.’’ The charter-party was the uniform River Plate charter-party, 
1904. By clause 3 the ship was to load a full and complete cargo of 
“‘ wheat and/or maize and/or linseed and/or rapeseed in bags and/or 
bulk.’’ Clauses 6, 13, and 15, under the marginal heading of ‘‘ freight,” 
provided inter alia for freight at the rate of twelve shillings and six- 
pence sterling per ton, sixpence per ton less if ordered toa direct port of 
discharge within the range of the charter-party, all per ton of 2,240 lbs. 
English gross weight delivered. By clause 16 charterers were given the 
option (which they exercised) of shipping other lawful merchandize, with 
certain exceptions, ‘‘in which case freight to be paid or. steamer’s dead- 
weight capacity for wheat or maize in bags on this voyage at the rates 
above agreed on for heavy grain, but steamer not to lead more freight 
than she would if loaded with a full oy of wheat and/or maize in 
bags. All extra expenses in loading and discharging such merchandize 
over heavy grain to be paid by charterers.’’ By clause 31 the charterer’s 
liability was to cease on shipment of cargo (‘‘ provided such cargo be 
worth the bill of lading freight, dead freight and demurrage at port of 
shipment ’’), and vessel was to have a lien on cargo for recovery of all 
such bill of lading freight, dead freight, demurrage, and all other 
charges whatsoever. Counsel for the plaintiffs contended that if they 
had the right to have the vessel fully loaded, and she was not, the 
difference was the claim for dead freight, and they had the right to 
exercise their lien. They also contended that freight should be 
at the rate of 12s. 6d. instead of 12s. The defendants con- 
tended that the ship could have obtained more cargo from 
other persons at Buenos Ayres, and the fact that the ship 
sailed before the expiration of the lay days precluded the ship- 
owner from recovering any dead freight. They were only bound to 
pay 12s. per 2,240 lbs. gross weight delivered in full. Cur. adv. vult. 


Bray, J., in the course of his judgment, said there was no sufficient 
evidence to satisfy him that the plaintiff could have obtained any 
further cargo, and he considered the ship was absolved from any 
obligation to stay longer by the charterer’s announcement that he could 
find no more cargo. The questions remaining were questions of law 
depending upon the true construction of the bill of lading and charter- 
party. e felt compelled, after great hesitation, to come to the con- 
clusion that the freight must be calculated under clause 16. In that 
clause the words ‘‘rate of freight’’ did not appear, and it provided 
for a gross sum to be paid by the charterer to the shipowner for the 
whole cargo, without providing for any apportionment amongst the 
several bills of lading owners. In his opinion the rate of freight as 
per charter-party was 12s. per ton of 2,240 lbs. gross delivered, as this 
was the only rate of freight mentioned in the charter-party. The bill 
of lading pointed to a general rate of freight, and the charter-party also 
contained a general rate of freight. He had to look at all the clauses 
under the heading of “ freight,’’ and on the claim for balance of freight 
his judgment must be for the defendants. As to the claim for dead 
freight, it had been argued that there was no dead freight here at all, as 
other lawful merchandize had been shipped, and therefore clause 16 
applied as between the shipowner and charterer. On this ground also his 
rape must also be for the defendants.—Counsgx, J. A, Hamilton, 

.C., and D. Stephens; Scrutton, K.C., and D. C. Leck. Soxicrrors, 
Botterell & Roche; Thomas Cooper & Co. 





The defendants were receivers of cargo and holders of bills of lading 





[Reported by Leonamp C. Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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HANRAHAN v. LEIGH-ON-SEA URBAN DISTRICY COUNCIL. 
Div. Court. 8th and 9th Dec. 


Pustic HeattH—New Buriprncs—Bye-Laws as TO—CONVERSION OF A 
Bumpine Nor Oricrnatty Construcrep ror Human HAsiraTion 
mto A DwELLInc-House—Power to Putt Down Waote Buitpinc 

_'—Pusiic Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), s. 159. 


' By a bye-law every person erecting a new building in the district of 
an urban district council was to cause the building to be enclosed with 
walls constructed of good bricks, stone, or other hard and incombustible 
materials, properly bonded and solidly put together. By another bye- 
law the council were empowered to remove, alter, or pull down work 
done in contravention rs inter alia the first-mentioned bye-law after 
certain notice therein specified. A man did work on an old railway 
carriage in his field, converting it into a dwelling-house, but leaving 
untouched the main portion of the shell. 7 


Held, that by virtue of section 159 of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
he had erected a new building, and that as the whole building was 
erected in breach of the first bye-law the council were entitled under 
the second bye-law not only to pull down the work done in converting 
the = eal into a dwelling-house, but to pull down the carriage to the 
ground. 


The plaintiff, who was in possession and occupation of an old railway 
carriage placed in a field, of which he was the tenant, cut the seats and 
backs out of the carriage. There was one partition, which went up 
to the roof. He opened a space in the partition to be used as an access 
to the two divisions of the carriage, and he made the floor clear on 
both sides of the partition. He put a stove in, and also a chimney, 
and took other steps to convert the carriage into a dwelling-house for 
the use of himself and his family. Bye-laws were made by the Leigh- 
on-Sea Urban District Council in 1902 with respect to new streets and 
buildings. A group of bye-laws, which included bye-law 10, was 
headed : ‘‘ With respect to the structure of walls, foundations, roofs 
and chimneys of new buildings for securing stability and the prevention 
of fires and for the purposes of health.”” By bye-law 10: ‘‘ Every 

rson who shall erect a new building shall, except in such cases as are 
Te teaiher specified, cause such building to be enclosed with walls 
constructed of good bricks, stone, or other hard and incombustible 
materials, properly bonded and solidly put together: (a) With good 
mortar compounded of good lime and clean sharp sand or other suit- 
able material; or (b) with good cement; or (c) with good cement mixed 
with clean sharp sand’’ [then follow two provisoes, which are not 
material, as to the use of timber framing with brickwork in certain 
cases]. By bye-law 102: ‘‘If any work to which any of the bye-laws 
relating to new streets and buildings may apply, be begun or done in 
contravention of any such bye-law, the person by whom such work 
shall be so begun or done, by a notice in writing, which shall be signed 
by the clerk to the council, and shall be duly served upon or delivered 
to such person, shall be required on or before such day as shall be 
specified in such notice by a statement in writing under his hand or 
under the hand of an agent duly authorized in that behalf, and 
addressed to and duly served upon the council, to shew sufficient cause 
why such work shall not be removed, altered, or pulled down, or 
shall be required on such day and at such time and place as shall be 
specified in such notice to attend personally or by an agent duly 
authorized in that behalf before the council, and to shew sufficent cause 
why such work shall not be removed, altered, or pulled down. If such 
person shall fail to shew sufficient cause why such work shall not be 
removed, altered, or pulled down, the council shall be empowered, 
subject to any statutory provision in that behalf, to remove, alter, or 
pull down such work.’’ These bye-laws were made pursuant to section 
157 (2) of the Public Health Act, 1875. By section 159 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875: ‘‘ For the purposes of this Act the re-erection of 
any building pulled down to or below the ground floor . . . or of 
any frame building of which only the framework is left down to the 
ground floor or the conversion into a dwelling-house of any building 
not originally constructed for human habitation, or the conversion 
into more than one dwelling-house of a building originally constructed 
as one dwelling-house only, shall be considered the erection of a new 
building.’’ The Leigh-on-Sea Urban District Council having served 
a notice on ¢he plaintiff pursuant to their bye-law No. 102, on the 
ground that the work done on the railway carriage was done in breach 
of bye-law No. 10, as being the erection of a new building, and the 
plaintiff disregarding the notice, they proceeded not merely to alter 
the work that the plaintiff had done te the purpose of converting the 
building into a gg gee but pulled the railway carriage to 
pieces, to the ground. e plaintiff brought an action for damages for 
tort against the council in the county court, which was dismissed on 
the ground that the council were entitled to act as they had done by 
virtue of section 159 of the Public Health Act, 1875, and their bye- 
laws made thereunder. The plaintiff appealed. It was contended for 
the appellant that the council had only power under bye-law 102 to 
alter or pal down the actual work done by the plaintiff in convertin 
the building into a dwelling-house, and that they had no power to pu 
the whole carriage to pieces. 


Tue Court (Brauam and Watton, JJ.) held that, by virtue of section 
159 of the Public Health Act, 1875, the plaintiff had, in converting 
into a dwelling-house the railway carriage, a building not originally 
constructed for human habitation, erected a new building, and that as 
the whole building was erected in breach of bye-law No. 10, the 
council were entitled under bye-law No, 102 not merely to alter 








the work the plaintiff had done, but to pull down the whole building. 
—COUNSEL, Radcliff, K.C., Thornton Lawes; Herbert Smith. 
SoLiciTors, C. 7. Wilkinson ; Lees § Co. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
: Division. | 
VENUGOPAL CHETTI v. VENUGOPAL CHETTI. Gorell Barnes, P. 
13th and 14th Nov.; 7th Dec. 


Divorce—JupiciaL SEPARATION—MARRIAGE IN ENGLAND—HINDU AND 
ENGLISH WOMAN— VALIDITY. io 
Where a Hindu, domiciled in India, married in England an English- 
woman, domiciled in this country, and where the court was satisfied 
that the charge of desertion had been proved, it was 
Held, that the marriage was valid and binding, and that a decree of 
judicial separation could be granted to the wife. 


Petition for judicial separation. The petitioner was Louie 
Venugopal Chetti, née Taylor, the respondent being Vengal 
Venugopal Chetti, I.C.S., district judge at Chingleput, Madras. 
The ground of the ‘petition was the all desertion of the 
respondent. By his answer the respondent denied that he had been 
lawfully married to the petitioner. Further, he urged, that at the time the 
petitioner and himself went through the ceremony of marriage at the 
Paddington Registry Office, on the 1st of September, 1890, he was, and 
still is, a Hindu domiciled in India, that according to Hindu law and 
religion—which was the law of his domicil, and his personal law—he 
was unable to marry outside his own caste or with one who was not a 
Hindu by religion, and that according to his personal law plurality of 
wives was permitted. Further, he denied the charge of desertion, and 
prayed that the court would dismiss the petition and to decree that the 
ceremony of marriage above referred to was null and void. In reply 
the petitioner pleaded that the answer of the respondent disclosed no 
defence in law. Counsel for the petitioner stated that in October, 1890, 
the respondent went to India and had remained there ever since, with 
the exception of two visits to this country. Correspondence passed 
between the petitioner .and the respondent, shewing that the latter 
intended having his wife out in India after his debts were paid, about 
three years’ time. Subsequently he wrote saying that he was going to 
get married again, but in June, 1901, she learnt from a friend of the 
respondent that the latter had not in fact married again. Negotiations 
1s to an allowance took place between the parties, and on the 10th of 
August, 1905, the petition for judicial separation was filed, and served 
upon the respondent in London on the of September, 1905. In 
cross-examination the petitioner admitted the respondent had stated to 
her that he was a Hindu, and that, according to the law of his country, 
a Hindu might marry more than one wife. examined, the petitioner 
stated that the husband had always assured her that he intended only 
having one wife. Evidence was given that the respondent could not 
contract a valid marriage in India or elsewhere outside of his own 
caste. [GorELL Barnes, P.—Is not the sole question this, What 
was the effect of the ceremony in this country?] The point really was 
that Hindu law was fersonal, not only in various parts of India, but 
elsewhere. Counsel for the respondent, reviewing the evidence, con- 
tended that the wife’s evidence as to his client’s intention only to have 
ene wife could not be relied upon. Marriage was the union of one 
man with one woman to the exclusion of all other women. There had 
been no consent in the present case to such a marriage. The cases of 
Hyde v. Hyde (14 W. R. 517; 1 P. & M. 130; Bethell v. Hild- 
yard (36 W. R. 503; 38 Ch. D. 221), and Ford v. Steir (1896, P. 1) were ™ 
in point. On the facts the evidence would not justify a finding of 
desertion. As regards the legal aspect, counsel stated that many 
Hindus entered into so-called marriages with Christian women in 
England, but the view in India was that such ceremonies were not 
valid marriages. The respondent being, by his own personal law and 
the law of his domicil, incapable of contracting avalid marriage with 
. Christian, the ceremony 2f marriage in the present case shouid be 
declared invalid. A Hindu carried his personal law with him. The 
personal law of each gory ee be satisfied, a view supported by Re 
Cooke’s Trusts (35 W. 608, 56 L. J. Ch. 637). Counsel also 
referred to the cases of Brook v. Attorney-General (9 Clarke’s H. L, 
Cas. 193), Mette v. Mette (1 Sw. & Tr. 416), and Ogden v. Ogden 
(1907, P. 107 & 1908, P. 46), ‘The capacity to contract was pe 8 
and if it could be shown that the respondent was absolutely incapable 
of entering into the contract, he ought to succeed. Further, the legiti- 
macy or etherwite of children was determined by the law of the father's 
domicil ; a man’s capacity should be similarly determined. Reference 
was also made to Dicey’s Conflict of Laws (2nd “) p. 813; Matri- 
monial Causes Act (20 & 21 Vict., o. 85, sec. 22) 1857; and Ardaseer 
Cuisetjee v. Perozeboye (10 Moo. P. ©, 375). 

Gorett Barnes, P., in the course of a long judgment, having 
dealt in detail with the evidence and correspondence, said that 
he found, as a fact, that both parties had gone ey a binding 
ceremony of marriage—viz., a union between one man one woman 
to the exclusion of all others. He (his lordship) was satisfied that the 
respondent adhered to taat position, and it was difficult to see how a 
man in his position and of his actions up to that time could reconcile 
that ition and those actions with his presént attitude. It had been 
stated by counsel that there were a number of marriages by Hindus in 
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this country which they (the Hindus) considered illegal in their own 
country. He (his lordship) hoped that that was not the case. If it 
was, it would be a most extraordinary aud serious matter if it were 
allowed to continue. The respondent had not taken that view, how- 
ever, for he found that the respondent intended his marriage to be a 
carpal valid one at the time. He found as a fact that the respondent 
nad deserted his wife. Dealing with the law applicable to the case, his 
lordship referred to the caste system, with its usages and customs. 
The learned president made reference to Mayne’s Treatise on Hindu 
Law and Usage (1900), and having traced the statutes and charters 
dealing with law in relation to natives said : ‘‘ The result is that within 
the domain of family law Hindus retain their laws of marriage and 
certain other matters not material to refer to; but I am not concerned 
in the present case with any question as to marriage relationship 
entered into in India, or to what extent Hindu marriages in India 
would be recognised outside that country; I have merely to deal with 
the effect, if any, of the respondent’s condition on a marriage which he, 
a British subject, chose voluntarily to enter into in England with the 
petitioner, who was domiciled here.”” Having referred to the expert 
evidence given on behalf of the respondent as to the view the 
Indian courts would take of the marriage, his lordsip continued : ‘‘A 
question such as that raised in this case has never, as I gather, been 
raised in the the courts of India, and any evidence given appears to 
me to be a matter of opinion, even if it amounts to a statement that the 
marriage would be treated as invalid in India if held valid here. Upon 
the evidence therefore I am unable to find as a fact that the law 
in India is in favour of the respondent on this point, nor can I find 
any sufficient reason given or principle stated from which it should 
follow that the courts of India would apply Hindu law and usage to 
a case such as this, where the respondent has acted, not in India, but 
in England, in defiance of such law and usage. But even supposing it 
to be the law of India that this marriage, though binding in this 
country, would not be regarded as binding in India, it remains to be 
considered what is the correct view of the law of England with regard 
to the validity of the marriage.”” His lordship then preceeded to refer 
to the cases cited by counsel, and continued : ‘‘ So far, however, as the 
present case is concerned, it is not necessary for me to refer in this 
t to the whole of the cases which were very fully considered 
in case of Ogden v. Ogden (supra) or to the various text-writers on 
the Continent, in America, and in England on the subject. For the 
decision of Lord Hannen in Sotomayer v. De Barros (27 W. R. 917, 
5 P. D. 455) is to my mind decisive of the case in this court. The 
case of Ogden v. Ogden (supra) only dealt with the question of want of 
consent required by French law to a marriage in England, where such 
consent was not required, but the reasoning in that case tends to 
support the view I am taking in the present case, and to shew that a 
man ing an English girl domiciled in this country does not carry 
with him a disability of a personal character imposed by the law of 
his own country, which would prevent him from entering into a 
marriage with her in this country, the marriage being one which would 
be ized by the law of England as valid between persons domiciled 
here. India, for the purposes of the jurisdiction of the courts of this 
prisangs y is a foreign country, though the case being dealt with is the 
case of a British subject from British India marrying an English girl 
with due form in England, and now setting up an objection to the 
marriage that he has a personal disqualification when in India. Ought 
he to be allowed to do so? Ought.a foreigner domiciled abroad, who 
comes to this country and here marries in due form, according to 
English law, another person domiciled in England, to be allowed to 
assert that he carries about with him while here the burden of an in- 
capacity, imposed by the laws of the foreign domicil, to do that which 
he has done voluntarily and in due form, according to the laws of 
, and to repudiate his marriage on the ground that he is in- 
capable of doing what he has done; and ought our courts to support 
such an assertion and repudiation, with the consequent effects on the 
position of the wife and legitimacy of her child? To my mind the 
answer should be ‘ No.’ his of course applies with equal, if not 
greater, force to a British subject domiciled abroad. If, then, the 
marriage be valid in this country, the question arises whether the 
petitioner can sue for judicial separation and the benefits which she 
might derive from a decree to that effect. Her rights in this respect 
do not depend upon any question of domicil. This has been decided 
in the case of Armytage v. Armytage (1898, P. 178). Both parties to 
the present suit were within the jurisdiction at the time of its com- 
mencement, and in my opinion the petitioner is entitled to a decree of 
judicial separation, and I pronounce a decree accordingly, with costs, 
and the custody of the child.”—Counse, Hume Williams, K.C., and 
Willock ; Barnard, K.C., De Gruyther, K.C., and Bayford. Soricrrors, 
Pisher & Stephens; T. L. Wilson & Co. 
[Reported by Diesr Corse Parent, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. BRIGGS. 27th Nov. 


Camrsst Law—Haserrest, Drouwxarp Convicrep Four Times of 
Davcwxenxess wirntm Twetve Mowras—Senrence—No Power To 


Iurossz Impnisomment ss Wet as Derewrion—Inepntares Act, 
1806 (61 & 62 Vicr. c. &), s. 2 (1). 


A person convicted on wndictment under section 2 (1) of the Inebriates 
Act, 1808, can only be sentenced to detention for a term not exceeding 





which are willing to receive him, as provided by that section, and not 
to imprisonment as well. 


This was an appeal against a sentence of fourteen days’ imprison. 
ment with hard labour and of three years’ detention in an inebriates’ 
home on a conviction under section 2 (1) of the Inebriates Act, 1898, 
By that section : ‘‘ Any person who commits any of the offences men. 
tioned in the first schedule to this Act, and who within the twelve 
months preceding the date of the commission of the offence has been 
pce summarily at least three times of any offences so mentioned, 
and who is an habitual drunkard, shall be liable upon conviction on 
indictment, or if he consents to be dealt with summarily on summary 
conviction, to be detained for a term not exceeding three years in any 
certified inebriate reformatory, the managers of which are willing to 
receive him.’’ At the trial the jury first found the prisoner guilty of 
the subsequent offence of drunkenness, and then of the precedi 
offences, and then that he was an habitual drunkard. It was conten 
on behalf of the appellant that the offence under section 2 of the 
Inebriates Act, 1898, was one compound offence, and that it was punish- 
able only by detention in a certified inebriate reformatory for a term 
not exceeding three years, as provided in that section, and not by im- 
prisonment either in addition to or in substitution for the detention. 
Rez v. Penfold was cited (46 Soticrrors’ JournNAL, 268; 1902, 1 K. B, 
547). 





Lord Atverstone, C.J., in giving the decision of the court, said 
that the sole question for the court was whether when a man had been 
convicted under section 2 of the Inebriates Act, 1898, he could, in 
addition to being detained for some term not exceeding three years in 
a certified inebriate reformatory willing to receive him, be also sen- 
tenced to undergo a term of imprisonment with hard labour. It wasa 
dry question of law whether the fourteen days’ imprisonment with 
hard labour imposed in this case was a legal punishment. In their 
opinion it was not. As to the way in which the offence under section 2 
of the Inebriates Act, 1898, had in fact been tried, in their opinion 
their decision could not depend on the way in which the trial was 
conducted. Conviction on indictment for being drunk and disorderly 
was unknown in 1898 in the practical administration of the law. Then 
this offence specified in section 2 of the Inebriates Act, 1898, was 
created, and a punishment of detention was the only punishment 
spoken of in the section. The view that that was the only sentence 
that could be inflicted on a conviction under section 2 was supported 
by the phraseology of section 1 of the same Act. Several questions of 
difficulty had been raised on the argument. It was said : What power 
had quarter sessions to detain a man for an hour after the finding of 
the jury? It seemed to him, in the first place, that the practical 
answer was that if people elected to prosecute a man under this 
section they would come prepared with the name and situation of a 
reformatory prepared to receive the prisoner if he was convicted. 
Failing that, the prisoner could be put back for judgment whilst 
inquiries were made. Strictly speaking, that question did not arise 
then. The order that the court made was that the appellant should 
be detained in a certified inebriate reformatory for three years from 
the date of the conviction. That was the sentence that ought to have 
been passed, and that was the sentence that they now passed on the 
appellant.—Counset, Singleton; Wimpfheimer. Soticrrors, Harcourt 
E. Clare, Preston; Registrar of the Court of Criminal Appeal. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REX v. MUIRHEAD. « 20th Nov. 


CriminaL Law—Osratnine Crepit By Fatse Prerences, put WITHOUT 
AN InTENTION TO Derraup—Destors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 62), 
s. 13 (1). 

There is no offence under section 13 (1) of the Debtors Act, 1869, 
for obtaining credit under false pretences in incurring a debt or 
liability, unless there is proved an intention to defraud. 


This was an appeal from a conviction at the Newcastle Assizes. The 
prisoner was charged with obtaining goods by false pretences, with 
attempting to obtain goods by false pretences, and with, in incurring a 
debt, obtaining credit under false pretences. By section 13 (1) of the 
Debtors Act, 1869: ‘‘ Any person shall in each of the cases a 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanour. ... . That is to say: (1) 1 
in incurring any debt or liability he has obtained credit under false 
pretences or by means of any other fraud.” The jury gave the follow- 
ing answers to these questions left to them by Pickford, J., at the 
trial. (1) Q. ‘Is the prisoner guilty of obtaining goods by false 
yretences with intent to defraud?’’ A. ‘‘ Not Se. (2) Q. “Is 
he guilty of attempting to cbtain goods by false pretences with 
intent to defraud?” A. ‘‘ Not guilty." (3) Q. “Is he ilty of 
obtaining credit by means of false pretences?’’ A, “‘ Guilty.’ (4) 
Q. “If so, did he so obtain it with intent to defraud’?’’ A. “ Not 
guilty.’’ On these answers the learned judge entered a verdict of 

ilty on the charge under section 13 (1) of the Debtors Act, 1869, and 
fe bound over the prisoner, in his own recognizances, to come up for 
judgment if called upon. The prisoner appealed. 


Watton, J., in delivering the judgment of the court (consisting also 
of Caannett and Parm.imore, 3.5, said that they were all agreed 
that the conviction could not stand, The jury had found, in answer 
to questions put to them by the learned judge, that the appellant had 
obtained credit by false pretences, but that he had done so without an 
intention to defraud, ey thought that there could not be an offence 
under section 13 (1) of the Debtors Act, 1869, unless there was proved 





three years in any certified imebriate reformatory, the managers of 





an intention to defraud. It might be, as had been suggested to them, 
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that on the facts of that case the jury — to have found that there 
was an intention to defraud; but that they had not found. Taki 
the two answers left to the jury by the learned judge, they intention 
to a verdict of not guilty. The verdict as entered, therefore, could 
not stand, and the conviction would be quashed.—CounseL, Edgar ; 
Kenneth Marshall. Soxicrrors, Director of Public Prosecutions ; 
‘Registrar of the Court of Criminal Appeal. 
. [Reported by OC. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTs’ Socrety.—Dec. 15.—Mr.. Bertram 
Grinley in the chair.—The following moot point was debated : “In 1827, 
A. demised certain newly-built premises to B. for 99 years, the lease 
containing a covenant by B. to at all times keep the demised premises in 
good and substantial tenantable order and repair, and to pay and 

ischarge all taxes, rates, duties and assessments whatsoever, which 
then were or thereafter might become — for or in respect of the 

remises thereby demised, or any part thereof, whether Parliamentary, 

rochial or otherwise, except landlord’s property tax, and a covenant 
a quiet enjoyment in the usual form by A. The lease is now vested 
in C., and the local authority have served a notice on A. under the 
Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890, to the effect that the 

remises are unfit for human habitation and requiring certain structural 
alterations to be made. If A. complies with the notice, can he recover 
the cost from C.?” The subject was opened in the affirmative by Mr. 
H. Birkett-Barker, supported by Messrs. T. R. Owens, J. D. Sampson, 
and R. R. C. Yates, and in the negative ye Peo M. I. Clutterbuck, 
supported by Messrs. P. T. Currie, H. V. gyle, H. F. Bensly, and 
E. H. Clutterbuck. After the openers had :eplied, the chairman 
summed up, and on putting the question to the meeting the votin 
resulted in favour of the negative by a large majority. A vote o' 
thanks to the chairman concluded the proceedings. 








Quarter Sessions for the County of 


London. 


Scheme of the London County Council for regulating the holding of 
Courts of Quarter Sessions for.the county of Tsedcs, as provided by 
section 42 (7) of the Local Government Act, 1888. 


Generally. 

1. The provisions of the Act 11 Geo, IV and 1 Will. IV, cap. 70, as 
to the times for holding Quarter Sessions shall not apply to the county 
of London. 

2. Quarter Sessions shall be held at Newington, for business arising 
on the north as well as on the south side of the Thames, in the months 
of January, April, July and October in every year, and the first session 
held in each of those months shall be General Quarter Sessions. 

3. Adjourned Quarter Sessions shall be held at Newington for all 
such business as aforcsaid in each of the months aforesaid, at an 
interval of not less than two weeks or more than three weeks after 
the beginning of each Quarter Sessions. 

4. A General Session shall be held at Newington for all such business 
as aforesaid in every month, except in the months hereinbefore 
2. ar Nyg for the holding of Quarter Sessions. 

. An Adjourned General Session shall be held at Newington, for 
all such business as aforesaid, in every month (except in the months 
hereinbefore appointed for the holding of Quarter Sessions), and shall 
begin at an interval of not less than two weeks, or more than three 
weeks after the beginning of the General Session. 

6. In the months of November of every year, the Clerk of the 
Peace shall | oe ay a list showing the days to be fixed for the Sessions 
to be held during the ensuing year, in accordance with the foregoing 
provisions. In the list so to be prepared, special days shall be 
appointed for hearing appeals. Such list shall be laid before the 
November General Sessions, and shall be revised and settled at such 
Sessions, and be printed and issued by the Clerk of the Peace; and 
Sessions in accordance with such list, when so revised and settled, 
shall be held during the year. 

7. The Sessions so fixed shall, so far as practicable, be continued 
from day to day, until the business to be dealt with at such Sessions 
is completed. And it shall be the duty of the justices to take the 
steps necessary to secure that there shall be as many Courts sitting at 
the same time as may be required for the discharge of the business 
with proper expedition. For this purpose, in addition to the Courts 

resided over by the Chairman and the Deputy Chairman, there may 

,» on the direction of the County Council, approved by the Secretary 
of State, in pursuance of Section 42 (6) of the Local Government Act, 
1888, a third Court, and, if necessary, a fourth Court, each to be pre- 
sided over by one of the justices. Any of the above Courts may be 
held at the same time, ol subject to the provisions of this Scheme 


shall be so held whenever necessary to prevent delay in the disposal 
of pending business. 

8. It shall be the duty of the justices to take care that these pro- 
visions for the disposal of business shall, so far as reasonably prac- 





ticable, be strictly observed. Nevertheless, a committal for trial or 
recognizance 8 not be invalidated, nor shall the — of the 
Sessions be affected by any disregard of the provisions of this Scheme, 
as to the place or time of trial, and every Court of Sessions held in 
and for the county of London, at whatever place or time such Court 
is held, shall have complete power to hear, determine and dis of 
any case or matter arising in the said county, notwithstanding an 
objection that such case or matter ought to be, or had been, heard 
and determined at the Sessions held at another place, or at another 
time. 

9. Every Court of Sessions of the Peace, and every adjournment 
thereof, shall have the same jurisdiction in every respect, including 
the power of hearing and determining ap as if such court were 
Quarter Sessions, and every Session » as circumstances require, 
be deemed to be Quarter or General Sessions, or Original or Adjourned 
Sessions, and, if held simultaneously, to be divided Courts of the same 
sessions. 

10. Nothing in this Scheme shall affect or take aye | any power 

iven by law to the present Clerk of the Peace for the county of 

ndon. 
As to Appeals under the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869. 


1. At every adjourned January Quarter Sessions, sang of the 
a hy be fixed to hear appeals under the Valuation (Metropolis) 
ct, 1869. # 

2. Such sittings shall begin not earlier than the lst February then 
next, and shall be so arranged as to enable the Court to determine all 
appeals (except where a valuation list or valuation is ordered) before 
the ensuing 3lst of March. 

3..The Court shall at the same Session appoint, with the consent of 
the Local Government Board, a clerk and other persons to assist the 
Sessions in the performance of their duties under the Act. 

4. Appeals may be heard at any place authorised for the time being 
for holding Quarter Sessions for the county of London, or in the city 
of London, or at one or both of such places, at the same time, or at 
different times, as the Court shall from time to time determine. 

5. At every adjourned April Quarter Session the Court shall assign 
the remuneration (subject to the approval of the Local Government 
Board) of the clerk and other officers appointed as aforesaid for the 
year ended the 3lst. of March then last past. 

6. A separate account shall be kept of the expenses incurred by the 
Sessions in respect of the exercise of its jurisdiction under the Act, 
and such account, made up to the 3lst of March in every year, shall 
be submitted to and be examined by the Court of the ensuing adjourned 
April Quarter Sessions. 

7 Such account, when approved by the Court, shall be submitted 
by the Clerk of the Court (appointed under Order 3) for such audit 
as may be directed by the Local Government Board, with a view that 
the same, when audited, may be paid in manner prescribed by the 
Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869. 

This Scheme shall come into operation on the Ist of January, 1909, 
and shall continue in force for a period of three years, unless otherwise 
determined. 

The scheme dated 1st March, 1892, and approved by the Secretary 
of State on 24th March, 1892, is hereby repealed. 

Dated this 22nd day of December, 1 

Sealed by order, 
G. L. Gomme, 
Clerk of the London County Council. 
I hereby approve the foregoing Scheme, 
H. J. Gtapstons, 
One of His Majesty's Principal Secretaries of State. 
Home Office, Whitehall, 24th mber, 1 


Obituary. 


Mr. H. Wright. 


We regret to announce the death, at Colombo,-Ceylon, while on a 
trip for the restoration of his health, of Mr. Harold Wright, barrister- 
at-law and Stipendiary Magistrate for the Potteries. He was the 
son of Mr. John Skirrow Wright, M.P. for Nottingham, who was an 
intimate friend of Mr. John Bright, and one of the ablest and most 
distinguished men of his day in Birmingham, both as philanthropist 
and politician. Mr. Harold Wright was educated at Pem College. 
Cambridge, and was called to the Bar in 1880. He joined the Midland 
Circuit, and we believe for some time settled as a “‘local’’ at Bir- 
mingham. He published works on the Bankruptcy Act, 1885, and 
the Duties of Magistrates, and made himself known by ag Es 
Chorley Division of Lancashire, and also Greenock, in the Lit 
interest. He did not get into Parliament, but in 1895 he was appointed 
stipendiary magistrate for the Potteries in succession to Mr. H. C. 
Geernent We believe that he gained the confidence of the in- 
habitants of his district as a just and painstaking magistrate. He 
was a clever caricatarist in pen and ink and sometimes in colour, and 
for some years contributed to Vanity Fair. 


Mr. J. F. Waggett. 
Mr. John Francis Waggett, barrister-at-law, died on Christmas 
, after a week's illness. He was the son of Dr. W a London 
cal man; was educated at Tonbridge School and Christi 
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College, Oxford, and was called to the bar in 1876. He attained a 
ng practice at the Chancery Bar, and was universally esteemed, both 

y the bench and his brethren, for his high character and legal attain- 
ments. As a writer in the Times remarks : ‘‘ The secret of the regard 
in which he was universally held, and of the wide regret caused by his 
death, may be that, over and above his skill and knowledge as a 
lawyer, he carried into his professional work the honour, courtesy, 
and chivalry of an English gentleman.”’ 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. FrEDERICK KEPPEL NoRTH, barrister-at-law, has been oe 9 
ra of the Diocese of Norwich, in succession to the late Mr. T. C. 
ofeld. 


On the nomination of His Grace the Duke of Fife, K.G., the Lord 

ancellor Laws added the name of Mr. WILLIAM HART SAVERY, of the 
tirm of Savery & Stevens, solicitors, and ex-mayor of the Metropolitan 
Borough of Stoke Newington, to the Commission of ths Peace for the 
County of London. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Admissions. 


Mewrs. Lawrance, Webster, Messer, & Taylor, solicitors, of 14, Old 
Jewry-chambers, E.C., announce that they have admitted to partnership 
Mr. ARTHUR EDWARD NICHOLLS, and that in future the style of the 
firm will be Lawrance, Webster, Messer, & Nicholls. 


Messrs. Lee, Musgrove, & Lee, solicitors, of 18, Newhall-street, Bir- 
mingham, have taken into pirtnership, as from the Ist instant, Mr. 
LESLIE ARTHUR Smitu, M.A., B.C.L. (Oxon.). The name of the firm 
will in fature be Lee, Musgrove, & Co. 


Dissolutions. 


CHARLES ALBERT COPLAND and Maurice CopPLAND, solicitors (Cop- 
land & Sons), Chelmsford, and 7, Union-court, Old Broad-street, London. 
Oct. 1. [ Gazette, Dec. 25. 


DONALD PipeR and HeNry FRANCIS CRANE Parsons, solicitors 
(Piper, Pearse, & Parsons), Bedford. Dec. 25. The late partners will 
practise separately in Badford. [ Gazette, Dec. 29. 


General. 


Mr. Fordham, the police magistrate, who has been suffering from 
enteric fever, has so far recovered that his medical attendants have 
permitted him to write personal letters. 


It is notified in the London Gazette of Tuesday that as from the 
1st of January number twenty-five of the Old Age Pensions Regula- 
tions, 1908, is annulled, without prejudice to the validity of anything 
‘done thereunder before that date. 


_ Mr. A. Macmorran, K.C., replying to an invitation by the Middlesex 
justices to take the chairmanship of the Middlesex Sessions in succes- 
sion to the late Sir ee Littler, has stated, says the J'imes, that he 
will willingly consent if the request is absolutely unanimous. 


The Civil Judicial Statistics, edited by Sir John Macdonell, C.B., 
and containing statistics relating to the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, the House of Lords, the Supreme Court of Judicature, 
county courts, and other civil courts, have just been issued, and we 
hope to deal with them next week. 


After an American jury had been considering a verdict for two 
hours, says the St. James's Gazette, the judge left the court and told 
the attendants to lock the jurymen up till 10.30 unless they arrived 
at a decision before then. The jury handed the attendants a sealed 
envelope containing a verdict soon after six, and went away. The 
verdict was, ‘“‘ We agree to disagree.” 


It is stated that the late Mr. J. C. Lane, solicitor, of Birmingham, 
has 4 Spm a legacy to the Warwickshire County Cricket Club, of 
which he was an original member and for many years treasurer. He 
directs that the income on £1,000 shall be given to the club for a 
period of ten years, to be paid as talent money to the professionals 
or otherwise disposed of as members at the annual meeting may decide. 


It is seldom, says a correspondent of the 7'imes, that a judgment 
of such widespread interest is pronounced as that of the recent deci- 
sion by Lord Salvesen, as one of the judges of the Court of Session 
in Scotland, in = to the reclamation by the royal burgh of Dum- 
barton from the University of Edinburgh of its Charter of Confirma- 
tion and Novodamus, granted in its favour in 1609 by King James VI. 
of Scotland and I. of England. Some time after 1813 the burgh lost 
this charter. It was put in evidence about that time in connection 
with some litigation over the burghal lands, and thereafter the 
ey apace of the day do not appéar to have insisted upon its return 
to the custody of the town clerk. It came into the possession of David 
Laing, and formed part of the unique private collection of ancient 


of Edinburgh upon the condition that they should be catalogued and 
preserved by the University. After this antiquary’s death in 1 

the University accepted the bequest and complied with its condition, 
The missing charter of 1609 is entered in the University’s catalogue 
of the Laing collection, and, after it had rested for nearly thirty years 
in the University Library, the burgh of Dumbarton, apprised of its 
possession by the University, called upon the University to restore it, 
upon the ground that it was an inalienable document. The University 
contested this right of revindication, and maintained that the charter 
was of antiquarian interest only, and so, as in the case of old deeds 
no longer necessary for assurance of title, could be lawfully acquired 
by third parties by way of sale or otherwise. It might be expected 
that the question had arise at some time or other in English law over 
the finding of the missing charter of some corporation—University, 
municipal, or other—in the hands of other parties. The reports of 
decided cases shew, however, no trace of = such question. In 
effect, Lord Salvesen’s judgment xn favour of the burgh involves the 
right on the part of roaiggc | corporations to recover documents such 
as the charter in question, which, though they may be ancient in date, 
are documents of permanent value, and are liable at any moment to 
become of living interest in the vindication of corporate rights and 


property. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Dec, 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Liwitep 1n Onancrry. 


Bamsrover, Limirap—Peta for winding up, presented Dec 19, directed to be heard 
Jan 12, Strouts, Monument Station bidgs, srlor tor the pstners. Notice of apjear- 
ing must reach the above-named net 1 ster than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 11 


Beneuetia Contractors, Liuirep—Creditcrs are requirad, on or before Feb 12, to 
send their names and addresss3, and the particulars of their de»ts or claims, t» 
Frank G. Fedden, 1084, Cannon st, liquidator 


Buzwos Ayers Exreorrtc Tramways Co (1901), Limrrep (uv Votuntary Ligorpartion) 
—Ore itors are reyuired, on or before Feb 1, to send in their names and ad: 4 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Fortescue Thursby, 62, London 
wall Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av, solors for the liqaidators 

woastLe’s, Limirep —Creditors are reg on or before Jan 23, to send in their 

——— and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to William Hardy 
King, 13, Basinghall st, liquidator 

Mantwe Noveurtes, Lrmrrep—Oreditors are required, oa or before Jan 11, to send 
their names and addresses, aad ths particulars of their deb:s or claima, to J. 0, 
Bolton, 6, Birley st, Blackpool, liquidator 

Sournzrn Aacenting Ssacexs, Liurrep (uv Votunrary Liqurparion) - Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 

of their cebts or claims, to E. Molini, 6, Broad at pl, liquidator 


London Gazette.—Tuzspax, Dec. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luutrep rv Caanozeyr. 


Barstou awp West or Exeiawp Sugar Reviveny, Limrrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 14, to ssnd their names and a !dresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Albert Stiles, The Refinery, Old Maret st, Bristol, liquidator 


Kosuee Borcuers’ Assoomtioy, Limrrzo—Creditors are required, on or bsfore Jan 6, 
to send their names aad adresses, and the particulars of theic debts or claims, to 
Harold Osborn Browne, Danedin House, Basingtall av, liquidator 


Soort’s Parent Trawitne Bricker Co, Limirep (tn Liquipatios)-Creditors are 
required, on or before Jan 8, to send their names and adi with particulers of 
their debts or claims, to Joseph Darker Butterell, Cogan House, Bowlalley lo, Hall. 
Walker & Colbeck, Hull, so!ors to the liquidator 

» Macxintosa & Co, Lrmirep—Creditors are required, on or before Mar »h 31, 
ss their names and addresses, and the culars of their debts or claims, to 
Alfred George Simmonds, 79, Mark In, liquidator 
Rees & Co (Osgorre), Limtrev—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 14 

Tiiirested to be heard at the om Courts, Cathays Park, Cardiff, Jan 14, Ingledew & 
Sons, Cardiff, for Butcher & Barlow, Bury, solors for the petner. Notice of app»ar 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 13 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Jan, 7.—Messars. H. E. Foster & Ceansixcp, at the Mart, at 2: Absolute Revorsions, 
Lifehold Interest, Leases, aad Policies of ‘Assurance (sse advertisements, back page, 
thi ik). 

i. Tavurscoop & Martin, at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Ground Rent 
(see advertisement, back page, this week). 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crain. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Des, 18, 


Poysrr, Hawrpsr Arsene, Weestem, Dalam. gone Feb 1 Poyser v Poyser 
BSatow, ‘al Courts of Jus oues, Wrexham . 
Swinpew, Feepes! x Oxances, Clarence gate . Regent’s Park Jan22 Richards 





charters, books, and manuscripts which he bequeathed to the University , 


and Another v Swindell and Another, Joycs, J Thompson, Devereux chmbré, 
Devereux ct, Temple 





Basvs 
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_Crarx, en, Rickford, Blagdon, Somerset, Builder Jan 29 Wood, Wrington, 
ar Bristo! 
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London Gasette.—Turspay, Deo. 23. 
Brivax, Jouw Gnirrrtzs, Rothelstone, Swanage, Dorset Jan 20 Davies & Co v 
Beavan, Neville, J Beavan, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Kseut. Jonx, and Loviea Kraut, Mount Park rd, Jan 14 Kieht v Kight and 
Kight v malo Warrington and Parker JJ John Battams, Helena chmbrs, 
Broauway. Balm 
ispenwoop; Frawx, Derby Jan 30 Barton and Others v Underwood. 
. Warrmgton, J Saape, Meibo urns 
London Gazette.—Fxivay, Dec. 25. 
, Howarp, Drap2rs gdas Febl Davis v Crouch and Another, Swinfen Eady, 
as Paillips, aenen 2 , 
Tareas, EvizaperaH MartripA, Gloucester rd, Kensington Jan 30 Seager Evans & Co 
(Limited) and Others v Cheesewright, Swinfan Eady,J Craig, New sq 
London Gazette,—Frtway, De~. 28, 
Gesvis, Apu Rochdale, Sharebroker © ag 29 Greaves v Greaves, Registrar, 
Manchester District Thompson, Rochd 


Maysriecp, Hewry. New Barnet, Herts, Plensterte Manufacturer Jan 30 Witt v 
Mansfield and Barling y Mansfield , Eve, J Priest, Gt James st 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dax or Ouarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec ll. 
Axeaman, Joun, Clanfield, Oxford Jan13 White, Bampton, Oxon 
Axenmay, Tuomas Heyry, Clanfield, Oxford Jan13 White, Bampton, Oxon 
Anpenson, Jessin, Leicester Jani12 Toller & Co, Leicester 
Baae, Joun Lace, Corscombe Mills, Dorset Jan 12 Marsh & Warry, Yeovil, omerset 
vam — Heven Exiza Farsperica, Dorking Jan 11 Druces & Attlee, 


Brice, Onatan, Herpeat, Teddington Jan9 Gardner & Co, Bedford row 
Bamemay, Antaus Riczasp, Kingston Hill Jan 21 Seeley & Son, South sq, Gray’s 


inn 
Bano, Farpeaick Witu1im, St Leonards on Sea Jan z2 Duffield & Co, Broad st av 
Bristowz, Witt1am, Duristone, Champion hill Jan 30 Rhodes & Oo, Copthall av 
Barrran, Georgiana Maxwecw, Portbury, Somerset Feb1 Brittan & Co, Bristol 
Buttock, Rosert, Clacton on Sea, Farmer Jan15 8;nunot, Manningtree 

Cuapman, Cuanies, Slough Jani6 Barrett & Son, Slough, Bucks 

Caaston, Caartes WALTER, Mendham, Suffolk Jan7 Block & Cullingham, Ipswich 


Cizac, Mary Aww Hargier, Liverpool Jan20 Maguire, Liverpool 

CoxsTas.e, Saraug, Staindrop, nr Darlington Jan14 Trotter & Co, Bishop Auckland 

CranrigD, Jonny Grorce, Ipswich, Miller Jan 1 Turner & Co, Ipswich 

Dick, Fanny, Stow on the Wold, Glos Febi Hadley & Dain, Birmingham 

a, Josers Stayprine, Colwya Bay, Denbigh Jan 9 R&L G@ Harries-Jones, 
am 


Ex.ison, Mary Surru, Chester, Poulterer Jan 16 Royle & Reynolds, Chester 

Ferepay, Emity Gertaupe, Moseley, Worcester Jan25 Saunders & C>, Birmingh 
Feazpay, Janz Ann, Moseley Jan 23 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 

Ferppay, WitiramM Jouys Catz, Moseley Jan 23 Saunders & Co, B rmingbam 
aves, Grorce, Dauntsey, Wilts, Hotel Keeper Jan 31 Wood & Audrey, Chippen- 


Garex, Rost, Bispham, nr Blackpool Dec 31 Butcher, Blackpool 


Hawkins, Moses, Holbeck, Leeds Jani16 Clarke & Co, Leeds 
Host, WiLuiaM, Burton on Trent, Brewers’ Foreman Jan 21 Richardson, Burton on 


Trent 
Jackson, Lewis, Walesby, Notts, Grocer Jan 16 Alcock, Mansfield 
Jexxinos, Antoua Ger, Burton on Trent Dec 31 Taylor, Bur‘on on Trent 
Lvoas, Lewrs, Ramsey, Essex, Farmer Jan8 Ward & Hugh-Jones, Harwich 
er ay any E1za, Matheson rd, West Kensington Jan 8 Adams & Adams, 
ent’s 
Marrwarine, Ayn, Cadoxton, nr Neath, Glam Feb 28 Thomas, Aberdare 
Mats wakixa, eo Aberdare, Engine Fitter Feb 28 Thomas, Aberdare 
Maatiy, aaa Leytonstone ‘Jan 21 Maitlands & Co, Knightrider st, Doctors 


Comm: 
Masreaiay, assem, Beckenham Jan31 Collins & Coliins, King William st, London 





Marruews, Saran, Winterbourne, Glos Jan5 Bush & Bush, Bristol 

Martruews, Samuet Youre, Winterbourne, Gl-s, Yeoman Jan5 Bush & Bush, Bristol 
Mornuis, Mary Any, Holmer, Hereford Jan18 Humfrys & Symonds, Hereford 

Neve.t, Maria, Walthamstow Jan 7 Griffith & Gardiner, Old Serjeant’s inn, Chancery In 
Oatzpex, Ayn, Chippenham, Wilts Jan 3) WJ & D Awdry, Chippenham 

atin Jouy, Child's Hii, Hendon, Horticulturist Jan 30 WA &GA Brown, 


Lincoln’s inn fi 
Peace, Cuarites, Quaradon, Derby Jan8 Hobson & Marsden, Derby 


Paice, WitttAM, Crowborough Jan381 Downing & Co, Crosby eq 

Pestymay, Jutiz Apetarpe, Ramsgate Jani12 O & K Daniel, Ramsgate 

BRicues, Jesstz, Leigh, Lancs Jan6 Keith, Norwich 

Verner, Coarces Aveustvs, Hill st, Knightsbridge Jan9 Ellis & Co, Albemarle st 
Wituiiame, Gzorncs Heatusr, Cheltenham, Accoun'ant Jan 1 Cottam, Cheltenham 
Wiisoy, Witu1am, Manchester Jan 30 Minor, Manchester 

Wire, Gzorae, Old Hill, Staffs, Draper Deo 23 Cooksey & Co, O'd Hill 


Lomdm Gazette.—Turspay, Dec 15. 


Axers, Wiiu1AM, Middlesmoor, Pateley Bridge, Yorks Decll Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
ome _— Feapixayp, Tamsui, North Formosa Jan 25 Rehder & Higgs, 


Biacgmay, i Weston super Mare, Beerhouse Keeper Jan2i Smith & Sons, 
Weston super Mare 

Ba wer, Mary, Rye, Susser Jan9 Dawes & Co, Rye, Sussex 

Prooxs, Peucy Wiimor, Pall Mall Sept9 Wrensted & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Cann, Srzeuex, Bowness on Windermere Jan 23 Gatey & Son, Windermere 

Comes, ¢ Opaunne Tox Timotuy pu Borssox, Fenchurch st, Tea Broker Jan 31 Worrell & 


Col 
Cuark, Roperr, Morpeth, Northumberland, Contractor Janit Brett, Morpeth 


. Wairecuusca, ~ Passy, France Jan 30 comet eee’ a Us, Warwick 
Wrrxins, Mary Ann, Lighthorne, Warwick Jan3t Cua & Co, Warwick 


| Currant, Sele Se. See oes Lee & Co, Birmingham ~*~ 
Davisor, Jane, Whitley Ba ee © 

Dorws, Joun Steruens, Castle Cary, Somerset 

Ecuataz, Henry, Berkhamstead, Herts Jan10 Reeves & Co, Old Broad st 

Epwarp*, Mary Juprrs, Leamington rd villas, Westbourne Park Jan 19 Davidson & 
Co, KE: st, Cheapside 

Frierouer, Osapiaug, Ecclesfield Jan 4 Neal & Co, Sheffield 

Frener, Eumevive, Ewell Feb 20 Simpson & Co, Southwark st, London Bridge 

Fi_nee, Gzorce Serxorr, Ewell Feb 20 Simpson & Co, Pouthwark st, London Bridge 
Froome, Wiii1am, We'ford, Berks Jan 15 B & J C Pinniger, Newbury 

GiB-o¥, ae Middlesbrough, House Agent Jan31 Bainbridge & Barnsley, Middles- 


Gove, “Grotox Witt1am, Leamington Spa, Iropmonger Feb 10 Campbell & Co, 
Soma, Soesaseaty Landsend, Chippenham, Wilts Feb 15 W J & D Awdry, 
Harwoop, Arnsiiz Goopwin, Hatton garden, Ornamental Confectioner Jan 31 Pryce 


Horrman, Wit.1am Francis, Hulme, Manchester, Furrier Jan15 Welford, Manchester 
Hoxz, Epuunp Hanoip, Wedmore, Somerset, Farmer Jan 14 Smith & Co, Wedmore 
Howic, Mary Jaws, Baltimore, Maryland, USA, Commercial Traveller Jan 12 Guscotte 


& Fowler, York Adel 
or Tuomas Howaata & Sox, Fancy Bazaar 


Sane.  Waatn, oe ey, — by: 

‘an T 0, 
Howe, bh meee ne on Twickenham, eee ‘an 10 Haslip, Martin’s In 
Jounstox, CHagtes Epwarp, Gt St Helens Jan30 Foyer & Co, Essex st, Strand 


Joy, Seta, Higher Crumpsall, nr Manchester Feb 10 Dyke, Duchy of Lancaster 


Leanorp, Hawwau, Halifax Janié Riley, Halifax 

Luspie, Cosne.ivs, Cardiff, Civil Engine r Jan16 Maclean & Handcock, Cardiff 
Macteay, Jonw Wiix1am, Manchester, Hotel Manager Jan 23 Claye & Son, Manchester 
Maxcus, Herman Wituiam, Peckhamrd Jan20 MoMillan & Mott, Clement’s la 
Moreax, Epwarp, Aberdare, t Feb 15 Aberdare 

Myatt, Mary, Spot Gate Oot le ar pee , Staffs ene Patterson, Longton 
NicHott, Caarginetor, Ardleigh, Essex Jan 30 Goody & Co, Colchester 

Parkinson, cane Caartes, Whitehall ct Jan 31 Richardson & Sadlers, Golden sq, 


Parkinson, Wit.1am, Skipton, Yorks Dec 30 Brown & Co, Skipton 

Paevrs, Gzorce, Cheltenham Feb1 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 

Pyz, Wi1114m Groraer, Sale, Chester, Builder Feb13 Marriott & Co, Manchester 
Reauine, ALBRECHT WILHELM ApoLPH, MarkIn Jan25 Rehder & Higgs, Mincing In 
Save ut, Janz, Mornington rd, Leytonstone Jan 11 Evans & Co, Theobald’s rd, Bedford 


Tow 
Saves, Bewaen, Mornington rd, Leytorstone Jan 11 Evans & Co, Theobald’s rd, Bed- 


Sueagp, JoyaTuan, Halifax,Common Brewer Jan1l1 Sey, Halifax 

Suitu, Gzorce, Birmingham Jan 25 Bickley & Lynex, 

Sraxrorp, Atraep James, Peckham rd Jan20 Montagu & Co, Bucklersbury 

Stuart, Mary Gorpox, Newcastle upon Tyne Janlé WJ8&J AS Scott, Newcastle 


Syxes, yd Frencn, Paris Jan30 Sewell & Maugham, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Tay or, Hagrret, Leicester J= 11 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

Tears, Joun Evax, Edge H Baker Jan4 Smith & Son, Li 

TraspAcs, Jonny, Alston, Combes Farmer Jani6 Blackburn & tae ea 
Wakraineton, Hennrerta, Headingley, Leeds Jan 15 rows ¢ 

Waitt, JosePx, Battersea Park 1d, Battersea, Beer Retailer Jan 12 eee & Berney, 


East hill, Wandsworth 
Waseem, n, Bicuanp SxxI0n, Great Grimsby, Master Mariner Jan 30 Wilkin & Chapman, 
pl, Strand 
Wituiams, Mary Susayya Appams, Rockfield, nr Monmouth Jan 31 Strick & Co, 


Swansea 
Woou.ey, Bx1zaseTs, Leamington Spa, Warwick Jan 31 Campbell & Co, Warwick 
Yro, ome Diana, Belsize rd, fouth Hampstead Jan 30 Benham, Laurence Pountney 


London Garette,—Faipay, Dec 18, 
Aypentoy, Exizasets, Chorley, Lancs Jan9 Heald & Son, Wiss 
Asurox, Cuantzes Reainatp, Oxford Jan31 Hazel & Baines, O 
Battsy, Hexey Groros, Harrow on ths Hill  - Godtre & Co, Chanory In 
Basen, Seeeee F Niirnberg, a, Merchant Jan Plunkett & Leader, 8t Peul’s 


urchy 
Bavucs, Many, Kensington, Palace iter & ustin friars 
Butt, Hassan, Tunbridge Wells xD ? 7 JH pus ew , ¢.0. Baileys & Co, 


Caney, Apri . St Peter’s Port, Guernsey, MD Feb1 Waruer & Kirby, Winchester 
Cara, Wosnerea Mary Lovraa, Portsmouth Janié Wood & Robinson, Portsmouth 
Cavitt, Mary Anx, Lyndhurst, Hants Feb6 Gillson, 
Cuars.ey, Emity Fanyy Even, Brighton Feb1 Robins Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cuitps, Mary Axx, Sunbury on Thames Jan 31 Cameron & & bo, O14 id Broad st 
Caizton, Davin Groner, egg mg Jan 18 ae Suet & Co, Neweastle one tome 
CottarD, Witi1am Repsvtt, Brown & Bo, Bara a 
Cotuixer, James, Burnley, Col'iery fry Proprietor nye be 81 Conatee © & 
Coswoity, Laurence, New Brighton, Broker Jan 20 
Davis, James, Feltham Jan16 Garland, Queen Victoria ca 
Brass, ous Leeg =, as mer, N Child, Sloane st 
LeTcusr, Saran, Nottingham Jan Bramley, Nottingham 
Fare.anp, Rev Hewry Joux, Box, Wilts Dec3i Howard & Co, Colchester 
Game.ix, Saran, Enfield Jan31 Bromley, Blomfield at 
Garernwoop, James, Habfax Jan 18 , Halifax 
Greason, Isanetta, Bournemouth lan 16 Lace & Co, Liverpool 
Gairr.tas, Evizaners, Chester Jan o Pein. +) Co, Chester 
nem, Atrrep Gutrerez, Hove, Sussex, Barrister at Law Jan 18 Seine, Bove 
Hicuens, Fraxcis Doveras, Colcmbo, ny ‘Accountant Jan 19 Thomas, Per zance 
Ho.mes, Frepenick, Shipley, Brewer Jan 30 Raley & Sons, Barnsley 
Jowatuay, Jackson, Southport, Bookkeeper Jan8 Finch & Co, Preston 
Jossetyy, Artnor Henry, Fornham Priory, get oo 4 aera & Sons, Ip:wieh 
Momm, —_ coe Warwick, ety . 
RLBUISH, James, Halewood, Farmer Jan 
Moons, Janus, New Cross rd, Victualler Jan 18 vB, Lave Southampton st, Bloome- 


Mo: "RR Corr, Crescent Crouch Publisher Jan 31 Chamberlain & 
nae Bee ong z rae rd, End, Co, 


Morais, Exocg. sold Hill, Stale Old Hill 
Morais, Jonx, “Cardiff, Fruit Fruit Morchant Oe ete Plant Bedford row 
Kexwepy, Bexzamin Epwaarp, Hove, Sussex Jan31 Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 


Laxr, Groner, King’s Heath, Worcester, Furniture Manufacturer Jan 28 Ooley & 





cenneense, Oe Taovas Stantey, Colombo, Ceylon Jan 31 Light, Laurence Pountney 
ill, m st 


Couuixs, acon alg Old Ford ri, Bethnal Green Jan 2) Valpy & Co, LincJln’s inn 


ley, Birm' 
Les, Saran M . Jan16 Harwards & Evers, Stou 
~ hoon, sik ones Jan 12 Furniss & Co, alana 


Lonesortrem, Evtex, Ra 


~ 
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Lawn, Journ Levousraa, Llanthouy, Brecon, Clerk Jan 9 Fitton, Suffolk pl, Hay- 


Nonrn, Hewer, Shipley, Yorks Jan10 Freeman, Bradford 

Pexgvppoces, Lartir1a Gaart, Milton, Wilts Jan 25 Dixon, Pewsey,]Wilts 

Reap, Exua, Blackpool Jan 28 Ascroft, Blackpool 

Rosgars, Susaxyan, Southport Jan 31 ‘Creeke & Son, Burnley 

Rawpens, Ricnarp Govpex, Folkestone, Ship Owner Jan 23 Boeiieg, Folkestone 

Raearv, JonatTuar, — Conpen Seee Jan 11 Dey, Halifax 

Smuatzwoon. Sauver, N Lace Manufacturer Dec 23 Bryan, Nottingham 

Sreversox, Tzomas, Streatham High rd, Doctor Jan 18 Pontifex & Co, St Andrew st 
‘olborn circus 


He 
Srvarr. Arrave Tomas, Goring, Oxford, Captain RN Jan 20 Western & Sons, 
Essex st. Strand 


Srvanr, Nixa Katuteex, Goring, Oxford Jan 20 Western & Sons, Essex st, Strand 
Tzaspatz, Joux. Alston, Cumberland, Farmer Jan 16 Blackburn & Main, Carlisle 
Tuorsrycnorr. Janz, Tettenhall Towers, nr Wolverhampton Feb1 Fowler & Co, Wol- 


ipton. 
Troryrox. Crem Mixenviu, Sutton Veny, Wilts Feb 1 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Torr, Writ1a™ Josrru, Plough rd, Rotherithe, Pawnbroker Feb4 Harman & Co, Aubert 
park, Highbury 

Wapovx, Hzerex, Torauay Jan 2 Kitsonsa & Co, Torquay 

Waxerrerp, Exrza. Cheltenham Jan 30 Billings, Cheltenham 

Warsox. Marrarw. Rurnley, Auctioneer Jan 31 Creeke & Son, Burnley 

Wetcn, Resexn. Bitterne, Southampton Jan 30 Paris & Co Southam mpton 

Warre, Joux cpestareneateas, Beckenham, Contraetor Jan 22 Irvine & Co, Crutched 


Woarrrretp, Marr, Bold, Lanes Jan 21 Peters, Widnes 
Zouseck, Avovst Cunistiax Hisnice,"Mark In,SMerchant Jan26 Watson & Watson 
Fenchurch st 





Tondo Gasette.—Tuzspay, Dec. 22. 
Arua, Jons, Hunslet, Leeds, Chamois Leather Manufacturer}'Jan 18 Rameden & Son, 


Rarses, Wiii14m, Liverpool Jan 31 Rhodes, Manchester 
Beavmort, Mary Ays, Rarnes Jan21 Parne & Lattev, Leadenhall st 
Buu, Acaraa Wrss, Murray 1rd, Northwood Jan31 Chapman-Walker & Shephard, 


st 
Rirertt, Hexry Grey, Hove, Suseex Jan 26 Field & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Brooxe, ad Tsomas Wittiam Deww, Bedford Jan 16 Reynolds & Son, High Wy- 
com! 
Cea, Samucet, Newcastle under Lyme, Staffs, Farmer Jan 23 Till, New- 


Co.tmax, Louisa, Gorlesten. Suffolk Jan 25 Stuchhbery, Maidenhesd 

Coaxane, Wietiaw Atexaxpre. Pinner Jen 21 Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 
Coveurs, Tzouas, Hinton Ampner. Hants Jan19 Shield & Mackarners, Alresford 
Coverpatz. Ricnanp, Scuth Shields Jan1 Marshall & Bootiman, South Shields 
Dasronp, Joux, Knaresborough. Yorks, Blackerith Jan31 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
Desnam, Joux,” Darlington Dec 31 Steavenson & Co, Darlington 

Farsantr, Matiips, Southend on Sea Feb 6 Collyer & Davis, Abchurch In, King 


Prowse, Saran. Stratford on Avon Jani18 Field & Sons, Leamington 
Fosrss. Many Hicnexs, Rutland gate. Knight*bridge Jone 24 Ginn Co, uo: Conetlige 
FPaosr, Exszasets, Harrington eq, 8t Pancras Jen 20 Mossop, 
Suse, Josuru, Parbol4. ur Southport Febi1 Taylor & Sons, Wigan 
Guay, Tuowas Janes, King’s Norton, Birmingham Feb 1 Richards & Sons, Liangollen 
Gunes. Rosa, Knowle, Warwick, Licensed Victualler Jan 29 Lane & Co, 
Haut, Wiruam Lawros, Formby, nr Liverpool Feb1 McKenna, Liverpool 
Hassos. Tuomas. Skipton. Yorks. Merchant Tailor Jan 30 Thompson. 
Bice, Witt1am, Fulford Water. Yorks. Veterinary Surgeon Feb 4 Woe vee Rae nl 
Tavisc. Evizazern Lrrrue. Reddish, Lanes Feb18 Chapman & Co 
Juur, = Gmrsion Epwazp, DD, Charterhouse Jan 16 Peart &  Goddeed, South 
80. v's 
Jouxs, Gloneester ey-Smith & Son, Gloucester 
Jones, Geoect Dicer, Brice st St oe Bristol 
Tock, Axx. Poke 20 anion § & Co, oe Hants 


down, Bournom wath Jan 
Locas, Maver, Chirago,T,USA Feb? I U 
Lros, Writax, Broughton, Man: i 2 “ Sues & Webb, Man- 


peetnens. Jast, South Thiel4s Jan Grunhut & Co, South Shields 

Meaces. Groesiavs Manta, Montpelier, Britol Janis Strickland & Co, Bristol 
Micaut, Brizavers, Graveson4 Veb1 BR & F Tolburst, Gravesend 
Moaerit. Saran Axs, West Bournemouth Jan31 Peterson. Lincoln’s inn fields 
aes, Seeaee Jous, Brunswick #1, Civil Engineer Jan 31 Paice & Cross, Clements 


Wersos, Warren, Pootle, Lanca, Stevedore Jan 22 Leake 
Pueates, Erxearx Urver, : 


Piccworro, Dasret, Eigia crea, Ni Notting Hill Jan 18 Lindo & Co, West st, Finsbury 


Pecpames, Maer, Scarborough Watts & Co, Scarborough 
Ricenoxp, Bowsnn. Grantley, Yau orator Jan 10 Crages, Ripon, Yorks 
Rosr=sos. Jazz, Ripon. Yorks Jan 15 Ryott & Swan, Newexstle upon Tyne 
Savrez, Satan. Ard, Dalston Jan19 Cooper & Bake, Portman t, Portman sq 
=, Daviw Paxtow Kingston apm Hull Jan12 Jordeson, H 

aeate, Peascis Cuauerecams La Gexpez, Bedfont Jan 2 ee & Bon, Black- 


rags 
Fuarr, Maer Ens, Rochester Jan 31 & Lewis-Stephenson, V: 
Geserrs Davexorn, Frodshem, Chester Feb7 ay io Nas 7 


Ww, sous, Wakeficld mews, . Driv = Pitman 
‘eer, 4 4 Finsbury 
s Bazan = Resenae, ek mn Jan 9% Watkin & 


Senne Wz14n, Norton, Rainor Jan 9 Green & Nix Randor 
Yousrs, Avexaspan, Oppidacs ri, Australian Merchant Jan 2) Mosley, Wiusbery on 


, New 














London Gasette,—Fatpay, Dec 25. 
Avtns-Hanxry, Mrs Carats, Sloane ct mr} 1 Morten & Co, Peres at 


Birp, Exvten Evizapets, Skegness, Lincoln Jan9 Spencer, 
Birk Mawdsley & @ Hadfield. field, Southport 


dale, Lanes Feb 1 
[deg ane Jan 31 Fullilove & Co, Cannon st 
Yeoman Feb10 Chilcott & Chilcott, Ta 


argetts, Chatteris, 
Curniz, Lady Cuartorrz Gzorcixa Mary, Windsor, Berks Jan 31 Lee & Pembertong 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dexpes. Epwarp Gzores, Clifton, Bristol,CommanderR N Jan 31 Harrisons & Winnall, 


‘Welshpool 

Denison, peeg age St Michael and All Angels’ Vicarage, North Kensington J; 
Reeves & Co, Old Broad st =< 

DuckworTH, Mary, Blackburn Jan 21 Duckworth, Blackburn 

oa, Col oe ty Lawrence, Datchet, Bucks Feb11 Sladen & Wing, Delahay at, 


estmin: 
Epwarps, Rosert, Carter st, Walworth Feb 28 Flux & Co, Leadenhall st 
ss) James Forp, Heaton Norris, Lancs, Coal Dealer Jan 31 Sidebotham & Side- 


ham. Manchester 
GeEExwoop, Tuomas, Elstree, Herts Feb 10 Page, ia te hill 
Greroory, Kare Yates, Llandudno. Carnarvon ttrell & Son, Birmingham 
Hanuam, Rev Aspigt, ——s Vicarage, nr B wae la Kent Feb1 Tassell & Son, 


Faversham 
Hittor, Ev1zasets Prow, Havant, Southampton Feb1 Birt & Son, Town hall chmbrs, 
Southwark 


Hoxsworrs, Frawcrs Freperice, St Peter the Apostle, Isle of Thanet, Kent, Architect 
Jen18 Burrows & Allfree 

James, WILBERFORCE CromIE, Kioto, Japan Jan21 Thrupp & Co», Old Cavendish st 

Ke.man, Joux, Heaton Chapel, , Merchant Jan 19 Scholes & Farrington, Man. 


Kext, Wiiu1am Savitie, Milford on Sea, Hants Jan 24 Moore & Co, Lymington 
Lavixo, Grorcz Joseru, Whitehall court Feb 13 Ellis & Co, College hill 
poaee JosePH nae Martiy Reve Beuner, Lyons, France, Silk Manufacturer Jan 


st, Gui 
Mactwryre, Mawia, Hove, Sussex Jan15 Buck, Donington House, Norfolk st 
Macores, Aywie pars, Grove ct, Drayton gdns, South Kensington, Jan2l Reeves 


& Co, Old Broad 

erie = See Grogatava Cunistina, Egertonter Jan4 Crawley & Co, Arili 
ames's ogton 

Sie one James, Newport, Mon, Restaurateur Jan 24 Powell, Newport 

Metiersn, Georce Rrown, Doughty st, St Pancras Feb9 Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 

Micas, Exvizasetn, Gravesend Feb 1 B & F Tolhurst, Gravesend 

Morn, Grorce Francis, Church rd, Brixton Feb 1 Robinson, Philpot In 

Ne sow, Watrrr, Bootle Lancs, Stevedore Jan 22 Leake, Liverpool 

eet PAULINE Feancesca pe, Rue de Berri, Paris, France Jan 21 Reeves 

» B st 
Perersox, EpwarpJasoy, Clifton, Bristol March 1 Benson & (o, Bristol 
Pamasye, Sacnan, te Cotham, Bristol, Seed Crusher, Jan 21 Carlyon & Stephens, st 
ustell, wall 
Remprer. Avevst Ricuarp, Warm Springs, Avenue Boise, Idaho, USA Jan 30 Rickards" 
& Nightingale, Crown ct, Old Broai st 
Rrrrasn, Cocees Seesersas, Ashburton House, Putney Heath, Surrey Jan25 Stibbard 
Yo, Leaden! 

Rapier, Emma, eek, Birmingham Jan 14 Cottrell & Sop, Birmingham 

Sippruey, Joux, Altrincham Jan 2% Nicholls & Co, Altrincham 

Sux, Grorcs, rd, Patney Jan 18 Coreellis & Berney, East hill, Wands 


fuits, Epwix, Hastings, Furniture Dealer Feb1 Caalindes & Herington, Hastin, 
om, Spans Tammes, Devizes, Wilts, Auctioneer Jan 29 Jackson & Jac 


SurTToy, pen Ramsgate Jan22 Gower, Tunbridge Wells 

fyxes, Jonw, Bury, Lancs, Braid Manufacturer Jan 31 Pickstone & Jones, Radcliffe 

Tuomas, Tom Peanor, Coleford, Glos Jan 29 Fryer, Coleford 

Watrer, Wiiuiay, ester, Doctor of Medicine Feb 27 Stubbs & Co, Manchester 

Va Joos, Ses eee gate, Pattern Designer Jan 30 Chapman- Walker 
Shephard, ver st 

Watkins, Mary Aawes, Kendal. Westmorland Jan 23 Watson & Chorley, Kendal 

Warsox, Haxxau, Wirksworth, Derby Jan15 Macbeth, Wirksworth 


London Gazette,—Turspay, Dec 29, 


Bageass, Trmoray Avisos, Old Pittington, Durham Jan2i Graham & Co, Sunderland 

Bess, Marcaret, Dovenby, Cumberland Jan 3 tfoot & Ln, , Maryport 

Brazesy, Witttau, Sheffield March 31 B & Co, 8 

Secure, Witttam Faepenicx, West Tarring, Sussex March 31 Holmes, King st, 
ea pside 

Cowonsy, ARan Aun, Satee, Salon Jan 31 an, & Co, Lotiow 

Crosse, Puna, Chester Jan 30 ay yg y > 

Evssex, Gotrraizp, Surbiton, Surrey at Btibbard Co, radenhall st 

Kewpav., Hewry, Bleadon, Somerset Feb6 Dickinson & Co, Weston super Mare 

Lampert, Exizapera Emma, Newcastleon Tyne Feb 8 Wilkioson & Marshall, Newcastle 


on Tyne 
Lovesr, Witt1am Savace, Woburn Sands, Belford Jan28 Sherwood & Oo, Essex 
ot, 
Mettor. Enwanp, Chapeltown, Ecclesfield, York, Innkeeper Jan 26 Smith & Co, 


Morais, Sopata, Leamiogton waa a bg Feb 15 Davies, jlaemiagtes 
Peance, Axx, Ladlow, Weyman & Co, Ludlo 

Pows., Jexnerr, F aang Jan 30 Vaughan & Harris, Crickhowell 
Ricaagpsou, Apa, —— "Feb1 Churton & & Son, Chester 

Sritien, Jous, Jan 30 Dixon & Oo, 

Srevexs, Witttam Axpazws, Ravenswood rd; Balham Feb 2 Stock & Slater, Wal- 


ik 
Tayion, Geonos Joun, Tunbridge Wells Feb1 Young & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Wasnes, Some Wituiam, Newton av, Acton Feb 8 Price & Sons, Worcester House, 








Battas, Ha agen, pea Bedford sq 
chant High Court Pet 


Bankruptcy Notices. | 


London Gazette,~Tonsat, Dee. 22. 
ADIUDICATIONS. 


Arriace, Janet, Higham ¥ errem, Morthampion 
amyon Pe Dex } 8 ‘018 Doe Dee 14 mer 


Ateeer Wiks, Pablic 
fale Onten” oenmees 
Wrssax 4, Monven, Covwweli, Toe- | 


Aas Mae pack ate 
wo Td Dees Ord Dee 
Brite wt, 
orga, Wrsign hive Cott oe PA Od ‘Odte 


@ Ord Dee i7 


io £, - 4. 


Und Deo 17 


Caw 


Whitechavel, Tim 

peat a" A Mov 16 Ord Deo 17 

eis, red Dae oo Cornwa! 
Dec 17 Ord Dec 


| Buscewoon, nase & James’ pl High Court 
Pe Ord Des 16 

reas 

Dect? Ord Deo 1 
Ginzermzp, Bouth pl, Viesbury 

Casaa, Promise, Lancaster, Smith Preston ota 

| Daves, Astana Ganaonr, sein, © Monmouth, | Jonze, ag! Wanrafon, Bodyobain, Tan: erisian, Binepau 

Borough Kogines etpen, ee Pat Deo 16 roe fasay % rtmadoo Pet 


F Deo 
| Dew /t, Joun, Tifracombe, Baker ‘Pe Dee 18 . 
“ie feme) Barnstaple | Zong, Boos Hover, 


ber Mer- 


Diamanpm, Tarovons Gitiowsed Teckich Tobacco 
rt 
li, Baker Truro Pet —— 


Court P Ord D Deo 

Foorss, my ae as Brides, ~oxletr deed Cardiff 
Pet Dee 17 Deo 

teed | ee Anan, Pras Por Novis’ Ord Deol! 

ke, " ‘et Noy25 Ord Deo if 
Foun, Bag "| Hu, Jour Ma Reeder’ Sheela, Surgeon Bheftield 

High Court Pet | Nov 4 Ord Doo io 

Jon Stor a Glanrafon, Bod in, Tanygrisiau, Blaenau 

Fea 1 Merloneth, Guar "Fortmadoo Pet 


rryman 
ir Deo 17 
,» Quarryman Po 


Deo 17 
Blaenau Festin 


inlog, M Morioneth 
ortmadoo Pet 7 Ord Deo it 
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= 
law. I Logie Stanion, Herts, Grocer Hertford Pet 
0 Ord Dec 16 
Lavy, pet ceanan, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec 16 Ord 
ng Lower Broughton, stent, Lancs, Milk 
Dealer Salford Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 
Lisenam, BAe a thee 18 Sheffield, Fish Fish Dealer Sheffield 
et 1 
mcrae a = Eayest, Wollaston, Stourbridge, Wor- 
Commission Agent Stourbridge Pet Dec 18 
Ont T Dee 18 
Oway, Ropert Rronarp, Nevin, eee. Grocer Port- 
matoe Pet Dec? Ord Dec 
Psaxuxs, WT, Church pam fo Bouh Acton, ‘Builder Brent- 
ford Pet Woy 12 Or 
PaiTcHARD, —— Menai Bridge Inn, ey me 
Anglesey, icens2d Victualler Bangor Pet Dec 19 
Ord Dec ‘eS 
Resp. Feepeeick Hexery, John st. sea, Architect 
High Court Pet June18 Ord Dec 1 x 
Rosixs, Atpert Arerp, Farnham, Builder Kingston, 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dee 19 
Rosertower, Paut Luowra Vicror, Queen Victoria st, 
nt High Court Pet Oct 8 Ord Dec 19 
aan, I Isaac, Whitechapel rd, Boot Dealer High Court 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dae 19 
Siow Riser, Holloway rd. ae Manufacturer 
<High Court’ Pet Nov 14 Ord Dee 1 
Swettive, Antoor Witttam, Ledburv, ‘Hereford, Carrier 
Gloucester Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 17 
Braoat, Wittzam Anprew. Enfield Highway, Corn 
Merchant Edmonton Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Suepen, Joseru Curt, Idle. Bradford, Butcher Bradford 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
Tritt, Tuomas. Crescent rd Wood Green, Builder Edmon- 
ton Pet Dae 18 Ord Dec 18 
Tuawer, Josern Rrowarp, t+ eee Agent 
ton Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 1 
Warerv, Tuomas Caarces, s. Bigriewwade, Butcher Bed- 
ford Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 
Warsox, Avnert Taomas. » onde d Farm, Clavering, Essex 
Cambridge Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 18 
Wares, Antuur Harry, Lutterworth, Leicester, Builder 
Leicester Pet Nov 23 Ord Dac 19 
Waereap, Sreraenx Josepn, Bournemonth, Builder Poole 
Pet Dee 18 Ord Dec 18 
Warts, Russeit Stvrers, Lavender hill, Battersea, Medical 
Practitioner Wandsworth PetNov19 Ord Dec 17 
Wieare, Rosert Ivo, and Heanert Haumonp, Plumtree, 
Notts, Builders Nottingham Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 
Wiuziams, Grorce, Worcest:r, Boatman Worcester Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Amended Notice substituted for that penta in the 
London Gazette of Dec 15: 


Lees, Cuaates Bevcuer, Stone Cross, Penta, Staffs, 
Grover Stafford Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 1 


anadhctate i ANNULULED AND RECEIVING 
DER RESCINDED. 


Fatra, Tromas, ane Westmoreland, Butcher Kendal 
Rec Ord March 27, 1895 Adjui March 27, 1895 Res 
ae Annul Dee 9, 1903 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec, 25. 
RECEIVING ORDER3. 


Avovsy, Witi1am, Herne Common, aye, Kent, Baker 
Canterbury Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 2 

Avie, D, Westb wurne mans, Westbourne ter High Court 
Pet Nov 9 Ord Dec 22 

oo. —_ Yeadon, York, Grocer Leeds Pet Deo 21 


Averty, Grace Avrie, Hertford st, Mayfair High Court 
Pet Deo 23 Ord Dee 23 

Bowirs, Evcar Grorcs Gaanvitur, Great am, 
Grocer Great Yarmouth Pet Deo 2l Ord Dec 2 

Baanxvon, Francis Eowaap, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
ham Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Camenett, Jouw Stuart, Blomfield rd, Sh Eats Path, 
Patentee High Court Pet Nov10 Ord Dee 

Cuanke, Lypra, Lincoln, Tailor Lincola Pot .= 23 
Ord Dec 23 

a °. 7 ter, Barking High Court Pet Nov 25 

a0 2 

Coutixs, Jounw ‘Henny, Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet 

Dec Ord Dee 23 





Croxrorp, Eutty Evrra, Upper Parkston®, Dorset, Dress- 
maker Poole Pet 


Epwarv, Westbury sub Mendip, Somerset, 
Carpenter Wells Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec21 
Dooxer, Caarres, , Fishmonger Birmingham 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dee 23 a 
Goopsy, Atsert Epowarp, Birmingham, Electro Plate 
ufacturer Birmingham Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 
Gort, Wiuwam Davsyry, Thimblebv, nr Horncastle, 
Lincoln, Labourer mg He, Pet Dee 23 Ord Dec 23 
—_ _Haenr, | Birs Payee See Birmingham Pet 


Howry, Rosgrt Gores Sheffield, Painter Sheffield Pet 
Novi7 Ori Dec7 


Houpsox, Arsert. Ickenham, Uxbridge, Farmer Windsor 
Novi19 Ord Dc 19 

Jackson, Martiv. High st, North — Park, Baker 
High Court Pet Dee 22 Ord Dec 

Jasper, Jons, Wolverhampton, Beker Wolverhampton 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dac 21 

Luprorp. Atssrt. Bournemouth, Florist Poole Pet Dee 
23 Ord Deo 23 

Miurscen Wiiuran. evten, nr Carlisle, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet Dee 14 Ord Dec 23 

Mosssy, Hewey, Croydon, Coal Merchant Croydon Pet 
Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Moss, Cures, To‘tenham, Bicensed Victualler Croydon 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Parxer, Atsert Henry. Ashfield, Chepstow, Stenographer 
Newport, Mon Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Pare, “es YE Bucks, Coal Merchant Ayles- 


jury 

Picxerixc, Faeperick, Wacdhall Spa, am, Corn 
Dealer LinenlIn Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Pickup, Tomas Tazopore, Newcastle on Tyne, Dealer in 
Dast York Pet Dec 10 Ord 


RicHarpsoy, ia eel Surfleet, Lincoln, ew Car- 
penter Pete Thorough Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 

Terrisiie, Sinueee, Kendal, Ice Cream Venlo” Kenial 
Pet Dec 22 Ord 22 


Der 
Voumans, Rosert CuHar.es, Deviter’, Kent, Baker 
Greenwich Pet Nov 39 Ord Dec 
Wise, Writtam, Ae Hants, toms Portsmouth 
Pet Dee 21 Ord Dec 2 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 22: 


Artaur, Wittiam Mourrtoys, Blackwater, Cornwall, Toe- 
te Maker Truro Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER, AND 
DISMISSING PETITION. 


Hatcawore, Epwis Wocarse, King William *. Merchant 
High Court Pet Aug 1907 Bec Ord Sept 27, 
1907 Rese Reo Ord and Dis Pet Deo 23, 1908 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


pam. D Westbourne © "ney meres ter Jané6 at 
11 Bankruptcy bids, Care’ 
Arrtox, Moses, Yeadon, York, ~ hed Jan 6 atll Of 
B Leeds 


m4, 

Atprivcr, ALBERT Joux, Highworth, Wilts, Pablican 
Jan6atil Of Ree, 33, Regent circus. Swindon 

Artnave, Witttam Murrox, Blackwater, (Cornwall, Toe- 
plateMaker Jan 6 at11 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Barwerr, Witrtam, Liangefni, Anglesey, Watchmaker 
Jan 8 at 3.39 Crypt chmrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Betary, Frepeick, Penryn, Cornwall, Baker Jan 6 at 12 

Rec, Boscawen, ro 

Bowtrs, Enear Grorcr Graxviiie, Great Yarmouth, 
Grocer Jan 6at12 Off Rec,8 Kingst. Norwich 

on % Martin, Heckmondwike, Rag Merchant Jan 7 at 
11 Off Rec, Rank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Campseii, Jonxn Srrart, Blomfield ri, Shepheds Bush, 
Patentee Jan 6 at 1 bg ee! bides, Carey st 

Curtvers, Epwarp Mayes, Lowestoft, Fisherman Jan 6 
at1230 Off ae 8, Ki mA Nareich 

Coarrs, G, Chester way by Jan 5at 12 Bankruptey 
bidgs, Oarey peng 

Cornicr. iow ay Leicester, I penanane Jan 5 at 
2 Temperance Hall, Granby st, Leiceste 

Cusiey, Henry Haprretp, Matlock Bath, Derby, Artist 
Jan7at12 Of Reo, 47, Full st, Derby 

Datva, Joun, Iifracombe, Devon, 
94, High st, Barnstaple 





Faaw Biggleswade, Beds, 
3 Mose alliley and 

Hoursy, Jonx Tuomas, Coton in the 

thee” Wane Cr A Peres Merioneth, 
Miner ‘Jan 8 at 11.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


Chester 
Jackson, Martix, High st, North Manor pk, Baker Jan 6 
at12 Ban oe wr 
. Festiniog, 
Joxgs, Hues Tunisian, Blacoae bes 


J , Tanygrisiau, 
“oo Jan 8 at 12 ig Py by 


J Roseer, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth fQuarry 
"Seees Sen 8 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


Lixpury, Fraev, Lower Brouehton, Salford. Lancs, Milk 
D Jan 2atil Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Tae ee ee: Fish Dealer Jan 7 at 
MocDearurp, Grorat, South Shields, 

Jan Satil Off Rec, 30, Mathen ct! Wemenaio'on Teas 
Mossy Hevrey, a Merchant 

am, Fe ween Se 
Moss, Cuaaces, water Tottenham, Licensed Vic- 

tusller Jan 4 at 11.39 132, York rd, Westminster 


Bridge 
Ow ap, Rene Ricaarp, Nevin. Carnarvon, Grocer Jan7 
median Eur me rmedd A 

’ 4 . 
Parr jeaecd Vitalier San Tat 245, British Howl, 


Scetvex. Epwarp J, Baron’sct, West Kensington *Jan8 


at 11 Bankra bidga, Caray st 
Sriesow. Georoe nskey ides. Fenchurch ay Jan7 at 2.30 


Ban ies. Curev st 
Taompson, Isaac. Brietles Hill, Staffs, Butcher Jan 4 at 
Rochester 


12.15 115, High st, 
—_—— es TIronmonger Jan5ati2 1, 


Voumaxe, Roserr Caances, ———_ Baker 
Jan 6 at230 132, York ri.’ 

Waneer, — ae See hierloneate. Bede 
— at 3. essrs Halliley & Morrison's office, Mill 


Wareor, Avseer Taomas. Clavering. ow hea Jan 
at 12 OF Ree 5, Pette Cavy, Cambri 
Wrxe, Rorerr Ivo, and Heeseer Aaxnosp, Plumtree, 
Notts. “Builders Jan 8 at 11 Of Rec, 4, Castle pl, 
Park «t. Nottingham 


Wace Cuonee. re Rn. JanSatil Of 
u agen 
‘Wise, = Wheto Southsea, Hen‘s, Agent Jan Sat 3 Of 
Rec, Cambridge janctioa, High st, Portsmoath 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apptey, big + See Cee ume, Kent, Baker 
Cantervary r 


Apxuxy, Wiis Rosser. 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 23 
jmn, See, wae, ee Leeds Pet Dee 21 
Barry, Tromas, Gast Sen. Salop, Painter Shrews- 
bary Pet Dec 16 Ord Dee 23 


Bes Georet Gaaxvitts, Great Varmoath, 
<«- "Great ome a ales Ord Dee 33 
Brapixy, Atserr Epwarp, 


Pet Nov 36 Ord Dee 33 


Baaxpox. Faavcrs Fpwarp, 
mingham Pet Dec22 Ord Dee 2 


Baker Bir- 
Cat.veas, Eo>warp ear, Lowestoft, Fisherman Great 
Yarmwth Pet Dar Ord Dee 22 


Phapee, i rota, Lincotm, ‘Tailor Tailor Lincoln Pet Dec 233 Ord 


Coates, Groaer. Chester ter, Barking, Boot Desler High 
Court Pet Now 25 Ord Dee 22 
Coturss, Joux Hawer, Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet 
Dee 33 Ord Deo 23 
. UI Parkstome, Drea 
Onensene, Bane Buen eee oo 
we. Joa nae EE 
High Gout ‘Pet Oat 6 Ord Dee 23 


Baker "ha 2 at 12,3) | Pr "eine abs 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


aa, MOORGATE 


FUND, LIMITED. 


ESTABLISHED iN ies. 





w.O. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





Y SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


630 Appeals to Quarter sessions —., been conducted under the 
Corporation. 


supervision of the 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be seat 


on applicatioa. 


Derby, emer 








«oe 
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Gooosr, Auszrt Epwarp, King’s Norton, Worcester, 
ae Fe Plate Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Dec 21 
Dec 22 


Gorr, Witu1am Davawey, Ingleby, Lincoln Lincoln Pet 
Dec 28 Ord Dec 23 : - 

Gow, Horace Keay, Surbiton, Surrey, Solicitor Kingston, 

: Mt7 Ord Dec 

Hit, Henry, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet 
Dec 23 - Ord Dec 23 

Hrimax, Hexry J. Beckenham, Kent, Bootmaker Croydon 

* Pet Nov4 Ord Dec 19 

Jacxsox, Martrx, High st, North Manor Park, Baker 
High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Jasper, Joux, Wolverhampton, Baker Wolverhampton 
Pet Dec 21 


21 

Luprorp, A.tsrerat, Bournemouth, Florist Poole Pet Dec 
% Ord Dec 2% 

Mosssy, Hzyry, Cro —:* ee Coal Merchant Croydon 
Pet Dec 22 Ord - 

Moss. Cuaa.es, eackeater rd, Totten a SNS 

Victualler Croydon Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 

Parker, Atsert Henry, Ashfield, ates. | a 
Nexport, Mon Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 

Pzance, Gzorce Boose Ospertus, Mincing In, Merchant 

Pet Aug 10 Ord 
Pgarcoop, Faanx Epwarp, Whissonsett, Norfolk, Butcher 
Norwich Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 22 

PicxeninG, Fespericx, Pinehurst, Woodhall i, Lincoln, 

gg eo Lincoln Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
icHarD, Chaucer rd, Herne Hill High Court 

Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 23 

Ricnarpson Frep, Surfleet, Lincoln, Journeyman 

ter Peterborough Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

Soromor, Isnar., Heneage st, Ld wy Milk Contractor 

High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 22 

Trnnsite, Rarrarce, Kendal, Ice Cream Vendor Kendal 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 


Tuomassox, Exrtrw Bezarnice, Cardiff, Printer Cardiff 
Pet a 18 Ord Dec 23 
aon, Seoae, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet Nov 26 


W: ere. 3 Kent, Cabinet Maker Croydon 
uae, 4 


Yates, James Ricuarp, Lye oe, Sesenn » Draper 
Stourbridge Pet Nov 27 Ord Dee ” 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, RECEIVING ORDER 
RESOINDED, AND PETITION DISMISSED. 


Dickerson, Rauvra Freperice, St Andrews rd, ae Ken- 

Journalist Hi urt. Pet Sept 7, 1905 

Bec Ord Oct 20,1905 Adjud Nov 10,1905 Res, Annul 
and Dis Pet Dec 18, 1x8 


London Gazette,—Torspay, Dec 29 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aveggr, Joux Tou, Mere, Wilts, Builder Salisbury Pet 
Dec 2 Ord Dec 23 


Bow.zs, Stayiey, ——. Salop, Boot Factor Made- 
ley Pet Dec 23 Ord 2B 
sy care, Manchester Manchester Pet Dec 23 Ord 


it ..d_f Witiram Lewis Barzmax, Mears Ashby 
Northampton, Farmer Northampton Pet Dec 2 ord 


2 
James Rozert Dovewas, Grays inn rd Edmonton 
t23 Ord Dec 21 


Ouiver, Rorasp James, a nr Bilston, —_ Rope 
Manufacturer Walsall Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
, Boot Factor Jan 6 


araaee, Cremer, Coleman, ae 
at lt any poem = Office, Made! 
CrarKe, — in, Tailor Jan idatil Off Rec, 31, 


r st, 

bee y Lieut EC, kan! Lg Senoret Jan 6 at 

Des ayy Weston bi woud Bicad ‘So reet, Carpen 
sis, Epwarp, Westbury su me 

_ ter Jan 6at1145 Off Ree 26, Baldwin ot Bristol 

Gort, Wii1am Daveyey, cathe, Lines, Labourer Jan 
14at 11.30 Off Kec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Nicxo.is, Cuaeves Eaxest, Wollaston, Stourbridge, Wor- 
oe Sen Agent Jan 6 at 11. 30 Off Kec, 199, 


on st, Dudley 
Picxeatsc, Fexpenicx, Woodhall Spe, Lincs, Corn Dealer 
Jan l4ati2 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Warernovuse, Wiitram, Aceri Licen-ed Victualler 
Jam6at9.30 Off Rec, 13, W kley st, Preston 
Vatrer, Janes Bicuarp, ige, nr Stourbric ge, Dra: Jan 
6at12 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton s*, Dudley 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Api, Davip, Westbourne ter, Hyde Park High Court 


Pet Nov9 Ord Dec 2% 
Avesy, Jous Tom, — Wilte, Builder Saliebury Pet 
Dee 28 Ord Dec 


Dec 
Gran 
Pet 


AW PARTNERSHIP Roquised in well- 

4 establiched Country Practice ‘Midlands preferred) 
bv Solicitor (27), Public School and Univer-itv man. with 
23 0 or more: accustomei to work withont supsrvision 
—Avply. Asworp & Co., 60, Queen Vict ria-street, 
London, E.C. 


CRANLEIGH SCHOOL, SURREY. 


Church of England Public %ch»ol. 
Incorpors ted by Roval Charter. 
Chsirman ’ Corirc'l—Lo"d ASHOOMBE. 

Head Master-C. H, Tvuze, B.A., late Scholar of 
pode Colleges, Cambridge. 

Fees: £39 (in Preparatory House), £45, and £55. 

Reduction for brothers, 
Scholarships of £90 per annum offered to bo~s undr 13, 
Scholarships of £50 =e — tenable at Oxford or 


Next Term er eeny 22nd. 


ATERHAM PREPARATORY SCHOOL. 
Rev. P. eeees WATKINS, M.A., Scholar of 
Winchester and Brasenose, Receives BOYS to be Pre- 
nared for the able Schools and Royal Navy at the 
Dene, Caterham-on-the-Hill. 


pw: — GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
4 pazment 35 per cent. will be taken of the following 











s. a, 
A! Copied oe oe O 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts ove we 2 8 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand ... .«. 0 2 per folio. 
Abstracted ose ee 2 O per sheet. 
Full Copies ose ooo 2 e 2 per folio. 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 14. per ; Draft, ad. ditto; 
Parchment, 1s. 64. to 3s. a. oe per skin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.0, 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 
SANATORIUM. 
FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 
Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Physicians. 
Terms 1} to 3} Guineas. } mile from Station, G.E.R. 
Telephone : P.O. 3, Buntingford. Telegraphic Address : 
‘RESIDENT, BUNTINGFORD,” 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
Poa VATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant : oes syvneree. M.A., 
ue. (Gamb,). 


Penal: Assoc, Soc. 

ft — ag 4 terms Bxpetense particulars 
erences. For 

Y Miss RILEY, of 


“ Pamenssass Saaueee “ MEDIOAL, LEIOESTER.” 
Treatment of INEGRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
under the Act and privately. 


to 
D. moss, M.B.C.B., &c., 
Telephone: P.O. 16, RicxmansworrTs. 


ASKELYNE and DEVAN T & 














For 
For Terms, &c., 





MYSTERI 8t. George’s Hall, W.—Daily at 3 and 
8 The Phil 8 Diamond; The Gian fast ; 
an ordinary egg ex in mid-air, and is foun: to 


contain a woman; The Fairy’s eng The Dissected 
Me: senger; The Inaian Rope Trick. Seats ls. to 5s, 
Children half-price. ’Phone 1545 


. 





Z OOEOGTOAL GARDENS.— 
OPEN DAILY from 9 s.m. until sunset. Admission 
on Sundays, Fellows and Fellows’ Orders only. Mondays 
6d.; other days, 1s. Children, 6d. 





———$<—S 
Telephone: 602 Holbora, © 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep mx THs Retex oy Wiit1am & Many, 1699, 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS, TAILORS, 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH @& VELVET. 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Olerks, & Coroners, 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1907, 


oe 


uisite under the above Acts 
Every req a ‘ supplied on the 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 
Saargs Cesrivroa’ Desertores, &c. ved 
gested. Oost tansdeignd lesa 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Serjeante’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 














Phone: 327 Mayfair. oy Wire: Evanoplis, London. 


W. EVANS & CO. 
287, RECENT STREET, 
LONDON, W. 


Few yarde from Oxford 
. Circus), 


AND 
1 77 CT. PORTLANDST,, 
= — LONDON, W. 


(Adjoining Queen's Hall). 

New and Choice Selec- 
tion of Goods now on view 
for the Coming Season 
at strictly Economical 
Prices for Cash. 
OVERCOATS from 3 Gas, 
LOUNCE SUITS . 3 » 

**TRUTH” says: “ Our 
latest discovery in tailoring 
is W. Evans & Co,, who can 
actually fit,” 

The **FIBLD"’ says: “It 
is with con ce that we can 
recommend Mesars, W. Evans 
& Uo. The cut is absolutely 


0m correct.” 
DRESS SUITS from § Guineas. 

















ADAME TUSSAUD’S EX AIBITION.— 
i The most p»pular, interesting, instruc ive, aes 
inexpensive Horse of Enteriainment in Londoa. = If 
LIK« Se bo MODELS of H.1.M. the EVPE AOR 
of GERMANY, T.M, the po and QUEEN of 8 “AlN, 
and all the © owned Heads of Europs. Deligh.f.l Masir, 
Tab'eaux Scenes, &c. Afternoon Teas. Onid ens 
Gal +A Admission ls.; children under 12, 64. Oyen 
10 10, 





Bow er, ace On e*, Salop, Boot Factor 
Pet Dee 23 Dee 23 
Baxaxey, Kater, Ardwick, Manchester Manchester Pet 
Tkez Ord Dee 23 


Upsos, Aissat Epwaarp, wpe Uxbridge, Farmer 
Windsor Pet Nov 19 Ord Dec 
Joxzs, Jous Roper, Be'’hesd+, 5, Boot Maker 
6 ee ete Ord Dee 24 Ss e 
LIVAR, ABD Jamas, Moxley, m a taffs, Rope 
Maoufactarer Ord Deo 22 


Walsall Pet Dee 2 
Pansosace, Atsret Epwanrp, Creighton rd, Pn 
Brentford ‘Pet Aug7 Ord Dec 
mer he Jacon I, Rood In High Court Pet Nov is 
Sinox, Ios, 1 Holloway rd |, Pianoforte Manufacturer Hi 
Court Pet Oct 7 Ord Dec % oe 
aphic Art 


Vaw Josey, Southampt: P 
Gallery Propeictur High Court Pot’) lov 23 Ord 


Deo 
Vuzer, W J B, Whitehsll, Dealer in Land High Court 
Pet Oct 22 ‘Ord Dee 24 . 








SICKNESS, 





64, CORNHILL, LONDON, 





ACCIDENTS of all kinds, 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, 


BURGLARY AND FIDELITY GUARANTEE RISKS 


INSURED AGAINST 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS ASSURANCE CO., 


Capital (fully subscribed) 21,000,000, 


BY THE 


_ Claims paid 25,600,000. 
A. VIAN, Secretary. 





oe 





me! 
paic 


wos noOD 





